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Abstract  of  Dissertation  Presented  to  the 
Graduate  Council  of  the  University  of  Florida  in  Partial  Fulfillment 
of  the  Requirements  for  the  Degree  of  Doctor  of  Education 

COMPARISONS  OF  CIVIC  BELIEFS  OF  INFLUENTIAL  LEADERS,  STATUS  LEADERS, 
EDUCATIONAL  PERSONNEL,  AND  CITIZENS  IN  TWO  S-ELECTED  FLORIDA  COUNTIES 

By 

James  Nicholas  Fox 
August,  1971 

Chairman:  Dr.  Ralph  B.  Kimbrough 

Major  Department:  Educational  Administration  and  Supervision 

The  Problem 

The  problem  of  this  study  was  to  measure  and  compare  the  civic  beliefs 
of  individuals  in  two  selected  Florida  counties.  Answers  were  sought  for 
the  following  questions: 

1.  Were  there  significant  differences  between  civic  belief  scores 

of  influential  leaders,  citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational 
personnel  within  each  of  the  two  selected  counties  as  measured 
by  the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs? 

2.  Were  there  significant  differences  between  the  measures  of  civic 
beliefs  among  influential  leaders,  citizens,  status  leaders,  and 
educational  personnel  in  Beach  County  when  compared  to  the 
measures  of  the  similar  groups  in  River  County? 

3.  How  do  the  civic  beliefs  of  each  of  the  groups  under  study  compare 
with  the  scores  of  the  similar  groups  in  the  studies  by  Meredith 
and  Nunn  in  1 963  and  1964? 

Procedures 

The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  used  as  a measure  of  liberalism- 
conservatism  and  was  administered  to  a sample  of  200  citizens,  a sample 
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of  30  educational  personnel,  specified  elected  officials,  and  the  influ- 
ential leaders  recognized  by  Bartholomew  and  Lamberti  in  1971.  Group 
means  were  calculated  from  individual  scores  on  the  FSCB.  The  F-test, 
Kramer's  extension  of  Duncan's  test,  and  t-tests  were  used  to  compare  the 
group  means  for  statistically  significant  differences.  The  0.05  level 
of  statistical  significance  was  used  for  the  F-test  and  t-tests.  The 
0.01  protection  level  was  used  for  Duncan's  test. 

Fi ndi ngs 

The  order,  from  the  most  liberal  group  to  the  most  conservative 
group,  in  each  county  was  found  to  be  as  follows:  (l)  educational 
personnel,  (2)  citizens,  (3)  influential  leaders,  and  (4)  status  leaders. 

The  educational  personnel  in  each  county  were  found  to  be  significantly 
more  liberal  than  each  other  group  in  their  respective  county.  The 
Beach  County  influential  leader  group  showed  the  largest  change  between 
the  studies  of  1 963  and  1971.  Their  group  average  for  1971  was  over  30 
points  greater  (more  liberal)  than  it  had  been  in  1963.  The  citizen  averages 
in  each  of  the  two  counties  changed  less  than  one  average  point  between 
the  19&3  and  1971  studies.  All  groups  in  the  1971  study  were  found  to 
have  moved  in  a liberal  direction  since  1 963-6^  with  exceptions  being  the 
status  leader  groups.  These  two  groups  had  become  slightly  more  conserva- 
tive since  the  earlier  studies. 

Concl us  I ons 

The  following  general  conclusions  were  drawn  from  the  study: 

1.  The  findings  tend  to  indicate  that  educational  personnel  in  a 
county  school  system  tend  to  profess  more  liberal  civic  beliefs 
than  do  the  citizens  within  that  same  county. 


2.  The  civic  beliefs  professed  by  the  influential  leaders  within 
a county  can  change  significantly  over  time. 

3.  The  civic  beliefs  professed  by  citizens  tend  to  remain  relatively 
stable  over  time. 

A.  Citizens  tend  to  elect  persons  to  county  political  offices  whose 
professed  civic  beliefs  are  more  conservative  than  those  pro- 
fessed by  the  citizenry. 

3.  The  influential  leaders  in  a county  tend  to  profess  more  con- 
servative civic  beliefs  than  do  the  citizens  in  that  county. 

6.  Educational  personnel  within  a county  tend  to  profess  more  liberal 
civic  beliefs  than  do  the  influential  leaders  within  that  same 
county . 
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CHAPTER  I 


INTRODUCTION 

Events  during  the  decade  of  the  sixties  and  the  first  year 
of  the  seventies  indicated  the  increased  need  for  professional  educators 
to  be  cognizant  of  the  wants  and  needs  of  the  lay  public.  During  that 
span  of  years,  tax  levy  increase  proposals  were  defeated  at  an  alarming 
rate.  The  activities  of  school  admi ni strators  came  under  close 
scrutiny  and  attack.  Policies  and  practices  of  school  systems  were 
challenged  vocally,  in  the  newspapers , and  in  courts  of  law. 

These  events  have  hastened  the  need  for  implementation  of 
cooperative  procedures  in  planning  for  public  school  programs  and  policies. 
The  traditional  principle  of  ultimate  responsibility  for  public  education 
residing  with  the  citizens  has  become  more  of  a realization  as  the  public 
body  has  spoken  through  the  medium  of  the  vote. 

How  have  these  events  changed  the  leadership  roles  of 
professional  educators?  One  answer  to  this  question  would  be  that  they 
have  caused  the  educators  to  become  more  aware  of  the  need  for  meaning- 
ful communication  with  the  community.  A second  answer  is  that  educators 
have  begun  to  recognize  that  working  within  the  interactional  and 
decision-making  structures  of  the  community  is  imperative.  Another 
response  would  be  that  educators  have  begun  to  recognize  the  increased 
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need  for  a deeper  understanding  of  the  varying  beliefs  and  values 

upon  which  public  actions  and  community  desires  are  based. 

Sherif  and  Sheriff  emphasized  this  latter  point: 

Today  we  are  more  keenly  aware  than  ever 
before  of  the  differing  beliefs,  values, 
ways  of  life,  and  ideologies  of  various 
human  groups  and  societies.  The  differ- 
ences are  reflected  in  the  attitudes  of 
individuals  belonging  to  the  various 
groups.  Because  the  differences  are  fre- 
quently revealed  in  actual  and  potential 
conflict,  problems  of  attitude  and  atti- 
tude change  are  among  the  most  vital  and 
timely  in  this  world  of  rapid  change. 2 

Morphet,  Johns,  and  Relief  postulated  in  their  discussion 
of  the  external  environment  of  the  school  that  the  community  has  import- 
ant values,  ideas,  and  concepts  and  that  these  can  be  significant 
levers  of  action.  Rokeach^  indicated  that  individuals  operate  accord- 
ing to  a belief  structure.  While  beliefs  are  changeable,  the  more 
central  a belief,  the  more  it  will  resist  change. 

Caliguri  and  Levine5  implied  that  citizens'  views  toward 
education  are  not  unrelated  to  their  attitudes  toward  other  govern- 
mental functions.  They  stated: 


1 Carolyn  W.  Sherif  and  Muzafer  Sherif,  Atti tudes .Ego- 
I nvol vement , and  Change  (New  York:  John  Wiley  and  Sons,  Inc.,  1967)* 

" ^ [bid.,  p . 27 

3 Edgar  L.  Morphet,  Roe  L.  Johns,  and  Theodore  L.  Reller, 
Educational  Organization  and  Administration  (Englewood  Cliffs, 

New  Jersey:  Prentice-Hall,  Inc.,  1 96/) , p • 191 • 

k Milton  Rokeach,  Beliefs,  Attitudes  and  Values  (San 
Francisco:  Jossey-Bass,  lnc~  1 968 ) . 

5 Joseph  Caliguri  and  Daniel  U.  Levine,  "Relationships 
Between  Teachers'  Views  on  Education  and  Their  Socioeconomic  Attitudes, 
The  Journal  of  Experimental  Education,  Summer,  1 9^7 - 
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Attitudes  toward  education  are  so  embedded 
in  a broader  attitudinal  framework  that 
knowledge  of  an  individual's  general  obligation 
toward  government  and  society  makes  it  possible 
to  offer  cautious  predictions  concerning  his 
reaction  to  specific  educational  policies  and 
pract i ces . ° 

They  further  stated: 

It  is  not  unreasonable  to  expect  that  among 
the  general  public  a person's  view  on  education 
will  be  clearly  influenced  by  his  economic 
and  social  views  as  well  as  his  general  person- 
ality disposition  and  philosophic  orientation, 
for  education  is  a major  cultural  activity 
which  reflects  beliefs  on  how  people  should 
behave  and  how  scarce  resources  should  be 
allocated  to  accomplish  the  culture's  goals. 7 

Johns  and  Kimbrough^  indicated  the  need  for  conceptualization 

of  those  motivational  factors  among  community  leaders  and  citizens 

that  contribute  to  educational  development  in  order  that  more  effective 

leadership  could  take  place. 

This  area  of  interest  and  concern,  the  diverse  beliefs  of  the 
varying  groups  within  the  community,  was  the  basic  focus  of  the  present 
study.  The  study  was  part  of  a programatic  package  which  was  designed 
to  replicate  the  Beach  County-River  County  Studies  of  Wellman, 9 


6 1 bi d . , p.  42. 

7 1 bi d . , p.  43. 

^Roe  L.  Johns  and  Ralph  B.  Kimbrough,  The  Relationship  of 
Socioeconomic  Factors,  Educational  Leadership  Patterns  and 
Elements  of  Community  Power  Structure  to  Local  School  Fiscal  Policy, 

Final  Report  of  USOE  Project  Number  2842  (Gainesville,  Florida:'  The 
University  of  Florida,  1968). 

SFredrick  Lawrence  Wellman,  "Interrelationships  and  Operational 
Patterns  of  Leaders  in  the  Power  Structure  of  a Selected  County," 

Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1 963 . 
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Scaggs , ^ Acker, ^ Meredith, 12  ancj  (\junn<13  The  present  study  concen- 
trated on  examining  the  civic  beliefs  of  the  two  selected  counties. 

Group  samples  of  citizens,  influential  leaders,  status  leaders,  and 
educational  personnel  were  measured  by  the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic 
Beliefs.  The  various  group  results  were  compared  by  statistical  procedures. 


Organization  of  the  Study  by  Chapters 


Chapter  I contains  the  introduction  to  the  study.  This  intro- 
duction includes  the  statement  of  the  study  problem,  delimitations, 
limitations,  justification  for  the  study,  assumptions,  definition  of 
terms,  review  of  related  literature,  hypotheses,  and  procedures. 

The  data  presentation  and  the  analysis  of  the  related 
hypotheses  for  the  1971  findings  in  Beach  County  and  River  County  are 
found  i n Chapter  I I . 

Chapter  III  presents  the  data  and  the  analysis  of  the  hypotheses 
related  to  comparisons  between  the  1971  data  from  Beach  County  and  River 
County  and  the  similar  data  from  the  1963-64  studies  of  Meredith  and  Nunn. 


10  William  Franklin  Scaggs,  "The  Influential  in  a Selected  County 
School  Administrative  Unit:  Their  Norms  and  Resources,"  Ed.D. 

Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1 963 . 

11  Roy  Dean  Acker,  "The  Influential  in  a Selected  County 
and  Their  Involvement  in  the  Decision-Making  Process,"  Ed.D. 

Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1963. 

12  William  V.  Meredith,  Jr.,  "A  Comparison  of  Measurements 
of  Liberal  and  Conservative  Socioeconomic  Values  of  Influential 

and  Residents  of  Two  Selected  Florida  Counties,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation, 
University  of  Florida,  1963. 

13  William  B.  Nunn,  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  Beliefs 
of  Teachers,  Community  Influential,  Status  Leaders  and  Citizens 

in  Two  Selected  School  Districts,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of 
Florida,  1964. 
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Chapter  !V  presents  the  discussion  and  analysis  of  the 
findings  in  the  study. 

The  summary,  conclusions,  and  implications  for  further 
research  are  presented  in  Chapter  V. 

Statement  of  the  Problem 

The  problem  of  this  study  was  to  measure  and  compare  the 
civic  beliefs  of  individuals  in  two  selected  Florida  counties.  Answers 
were  sought  for  the  following  questions: 

1.  Were  there  significant  differences  between  civic 
belief  scores  of  influential  leaders,  citizens, 
status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel  within 
each  of  the  two  selected  counties  as  measured  by  the 
Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  (FSCB)? 

2.  Were  there  significant  differences  between  the  measures  • 
of  civic  beliefs  among  influential  leaders,  citizens, 
status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel  in  Beach 
County  when  compared  to  the  measures  of  the  similar 
groups  in  River  County? 

3.  How  do  the  civic  belief  scores  of  each  of  the  groups  under 
study  compare  with  the  scores  of  the  similar  groups  in 

the  studies  by  Meredith  and  Nunn  in  1963  and  1364? 
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Del imi tations 

1.  This  study  was  restricted  to  the  two  selected  counties  in  Florida. 

2.  The  population  for  the  citizen  sample  was  limited'  to  registered 
voters  within  each  county. 

3.  The  sample  of  influential  leaders  was  limited  to  those  individuals 
identified  by  Bartholomew^*  and  LambertH5  as  being  influential 
leaders . 

1».  This  study  did  not  attempt  to  identify  nor  explain  the  factors 

underlying  the  origin,  maintenance,  or  change  of  the  civic  beliefs 
of  the  individuals  being  measured. 

L i mi tations 

1.  Some  of  the  samples  were  small.  Consequently,  some  differences 
which  appeared  to  be  significant  did  not  prove  to  be  statistically 
significant.  Inferences  from  the  findings  are  limited  to  the 
groups  sampled. 

2.  The  findings  of  this  study  were  not  and  were  not  meant  to  be  totally 
conclusive.  Variables  not  involved  in  the  present  study  may  have 
influenced  the  findings. 

Justification  for  the  Study 

Various  writers  have  indicated  the  need  for  insights  into  the 

conceptual  bases  for  decision-making  and  policy-formation.  Studies  of 


1**  David  Kerry  Bartholomew,  VAn  Analysis  of  Change  in  the  Power 
System  and  Decision-Making  Process  in  a Selected  County,"  Ed.D. 
Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1971- 

15  Joseph  Francis  Lambert! , Jr.,  "An  Analysis  of  the  Changes  in 
the  Leadership  Structure  of  a Selected  County,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation, 
University  of  Florida,  1971. 
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these  insights  have  attempted  to  answer  questions  such  as  the  following. 
What  base  of  beliefs  or  values  causes  community  leaders  to  take  a 
particular  position  on  an  issue  or  problem?  Do  the  socioeconomic  values 
held  by  influential  leaders  reflect  the  sentiments  of  their  community? 

The  assumption  that  the  beliefs  of  people  guide  and 
determine  their  actions  has  been  fairly  well  accepted.  This  leads  one 
to  the  recognition  of  the  need  for  continued  study  in  the  realm  of 
beliefs  and  values. 

The  studies  of  Meredith,  Nunn,  Melko,1^  Walsh, ^ Diffie,1® 
Holden,19  Moore,20  Longstreth ,21  Cooke,22  and  Morris23  have  given  insight 


16  Walter  John  Melko,  "Beliefs  of  Community  Leaders  on  Civic 
Issues  in  Two  Selected  Counties,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University 

of  Florida,  1965-  . . 

17  Garner  V.  Walsh,  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational 

Beliefs  of  Selected  Groups  in  High  Effort  and  Low  Effort  School  Districts 
in  Florida,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1966. 

18  Granville  P.  Diffie,  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and 
Educational  Beliefs  of  Selected  Groups  in  High  and  Low  Effort  School 
Districts  in  Illinois,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1966. 

19  Clarence  Holden,  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational 
Beliefs  of  Selected  Groups  in  High  and  Low  Effort  School  Districts 

in  Kentucky,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1966. 

20  Euless  B.  Moore,  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational 
Beliefs  of  Selected  Groups  in  High  Effort  and  Low  Effort  School  Districts 
in  Georgia,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Flor i da  , 1 966 . 

21  James  W.  Longstreth,  "The  Relationship  of  Beliefs  of 
Community  Leaders,  Teachers,  and  Voters  to  School  Fiscal  Policy  and 
Typology  of  Community  Power  Structure,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University 
of  Florida,  1 967 * 

22  Edward  Cooke,  "A  Comparison  of  Measurements  of  Liberal 

and  Conservative  Beliefs  of  School  Boards  in  Selected  High  True-Tax  . . 
Effort  Counties  and  in  Selected  Low  True-Tax  Effort  Counties  in  Virginia, 
Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Virginia,  1953-  (Abstract;  Dissertation 
Abstracts,  27~A:  2307-) 

2T  Thomas  J.  Morris,  "A  Comparison  of  Liberal  and  Conservative 
Socioeconomic  Values  of  School  Board  Members  and  School  Superintendents, 
in  Selected  School  Divisions  in  Virginia,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University 
of  Virginia,  1966.  (Abstract!  Dissertation  Abstracts,  27-A.  2332.) 
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into  the  belief  structures  of  a variety  of  groups.  They  have  also 
del ineated  the  relationships  of  measures  of  bel iefs  of  those  groups 
with  the  measures  of  beliefs  of  other  groups.  Each  study  measured 
beliefs  at  a given  time  and  compared  the  results  with  other  measures  of 
the  same  time. 

None  of  the  above  studies  attempted  to  establish  comparisons 
of  measures  of  beliefs  for  two  different  times.  Consequently,  none 
of  the  studies  mentioned  above  attempted  to  make  an  effort  to  examine 
beliefs  of  varying  segments  of  the  population  over  time.  Such  a study 
would  allow  insight  into  the  possibility  of  change,  or  lack  of  change, 
in  belief  scores  over  time. 

Rokeach  indicated  that  the  beliefs  of  individuals  are 
changing.  He  suggested  that  a needed  task  is  that  of  learning  enough 
about  the  structure  of  belief^  to  know  how  to  form  them  and  how  to 
modify  them  in  a desired  manner.  Sherif  and  Sherif  further  indicated 
that  problems  of  attitudes,  structured  from  beliefs,  and  attitude  change 
are  not  only  timely  but  vital  in  our  rapidly  changing  world. 

This  study  was  one  part  of  a programatic  package  of  studies. 

It  was  a companion  to  studies  by  David  K.  Bartholomew  and  Joseph  F. 
Lamberti,  Jr.  These  three  studies  replicated  the  earlier  studies  of 
Wellman,  Scaggs,  Acker,  Meredith,  and  Nunn.  These  earlier  studies 
have  come  to  be  known  as  the  Beach  County-River  County  Studies. 

The  unique  aspect  of  this  study  was  that  it  was  an  attempt 
to  study  changes  in  beliefs  after  a period  of  several  years.  This  period 
of  time  was,  specifically,  the  eight  years  since  the  original  studies. 


9 


The  various  groups  Involved  In  the  studies  — influential  leaders, 
citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel --were  remeasured 
to  present  a "now"  dimension.  These  belief  measures  were  compared 
to  provide  the  "now"  relationships.  The  measures  were  then  compared 
to  comparable  measures  from  the  studies  of  Meredith  and  Nunn  to  provide 
information  concerning  the  change  or  lack  of  change  in  measures  of 
civic  beliefs  after  eight  years. 

Assumptions 

1.  It  was  assumed  that  the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  as 
reliable  and  valid  an  instrument  for  determining  liberalism- 
conservatism  in  1971  as  it  was  for  Meredith  and  Nunn  in  the  original 
studies . 

2.  It  was  assumed  in  this  study  that  the  procedures  used  to  identify 
the  influential  leaders  were  valid  and  that  the  results  of  those 
selection  procedures  were  correct. 

Def i ni ti on  of  Terms 

1.  Beach  County--the  fictitious  name  given  to  one  of  the  two  selected 
Florida  counties. 

2.  Ci ti zen — a registered  voter  in  one  of  the  selected  counties. 

3.  Civic  Belief--a  person's  attitude  toward  the  function  of 
government,  the  relations  between  man  and  his  society,  public 
finance,  foreign  affairs,  and  various  civic  issues.  This  term  is 
used  interchangeably  in  this  study  with  the  term  socioeconomic  values. 

b.  Conservat?ve--a  person  whose  socioeconomic  values  as  measured  by 
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the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  tend  to  be  atavistic  and/or 
individualistic.  This  position  includes  the  classic  conservative 
and/or  the  classical  liberal.  (See  Appendix  A for  further  explanation.) 

5.  Decision-Making  Process--the  means  by  which  civic  beliefs  are 
expressed  through  choosing  among  alternative  courses  of  action 
on  community  problems. 

6.  Educational  Per sonne 1 --a  1 1 certificated,  instructional  employees 
listed  by  the  county  public  school  system  in  each  of  the  two 
counties  selected  for  the  study. 

7-  FSCB--the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs.  This  is  a sixty-item 
scale  designed  to  measure  liberalism-conservatism  in  the  belief 
areas  concerning  government,  the  relations  between  man  and  his  • 
society,  public  finance,  foreign  affairs,  and  various  civic 
issues.  (See  Appendix  A for  further  explanation.) 

8.  Influential  Leadei — the  name  given  to  those  persons  in  the  community 
who  are  judged  to  exercise  a relatively  high  degree  of  influence 
in  determining  the  course  of  action  to  be  taken  on  various  community 
interests.  For  the  purposes  of  this  study,  these  persons  were 
those  identified  as  being  influential  leaders  by  the  studies  of 
Bartholomew  and  Lamberti. 

9-  Liberal--a  person  whose  civic  beliefs  as  measured  by  the  Florida 
Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  tend  to  be  interdependent.  This  position 
has  been  termed  the  "new  liberalism."  (See  Appendix  A for  further 
exp  1 anati on . ) 

10.  River  County  — the  fictitious  name  given  to  the  second  of  the  two 
selected  Florida  counties. 
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11.  Socioeconomic  Values — the  conceptual  framework  of  beliefs,  feelings 
and  attitudes  which  may  serve  as  guides  to  an  individual's  behavior 
in  decision-making  in  his  social  setting.  These  were  confined 

to  the  liberal  and  conservative  values  measured  by  the  FSCB. 

This  term  is  used  interchangeably  in  this  study  with  the  term 
civic  be  1 i ef s . 

12.  Status  Leader--those  persons  holding  executive  or  policy-making 
positions  in  municipal,  county,  school,  and  state  governmental 
units.  Included  in  the  study  were  mayors  of  principal  cities, 
the  city  commissioners  of  principal  cities,  city  managers, 
county  judges,  county  commissioners,  the  superintendent  of 
schools,  school  board  members,  state  senators,  and  state  repre- 
sentatives in  each  of  the  two  selected  counties. 

0 

Review  of  Related  Literature 

This  section  has  the  purpose  of  reviewing  literature  and 
research  relevant  to  the  study  of  civic  beliefs  and  to  the  procedures 
and  instrumentation  basic  to  the  design  of  that  study.  This  review 
is  divided  into  two  basic  areas:  (l)  literature  and  research  relating 
to  studies  of  civic  beliefs,  and  (2)  development  and  use  of  instruments 
for  measuring  civic  beliefs. 

Literature  and  Research  Relating  to  Studies  of  Civic  Beliefs 

Much  of  the  research  in  the  area  of  beliefs  has  dealt  with 
correlations  between  beliefs  and  socioeconomic  or  occupational 
status.  Several  researchers  found  a correlation  between  beliefs 
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and  social  "location."  Centers^  postulated  that  beliefs  are  the 
major  criteria  for  class  membership.  Larson  and  Sutker25  analyzed 
socioeconomic  status  and  ethnicity  for  their  impact  on  values  and 
practices.  They  found  that  the  amount  of  consensus  on  values  varies 
directly  with  socioeconomic  status.  Kelly  and  Chambliss26  found  that 
liberal  and  conservative  beliefs  were  connected  with  class  and  work 
status.  Haer27  studied  socioeconomic  status  and  attitudes  toward 
community  power  and  concluded  that  there  was  a direct  relation  between 
higher  socioeconomic  status  and  a more  favorable  attitude  toward 
power  sources  in  a community.  This  study  took  place  in  Tallahassee, 

Florida . 

oO 

Kimbrough^0  pioneered  the  studies  of  beliefs  of  leaders 
as  a part  of  the  Cheatham  County  Studies.  He  studied  the  operational 
beliefs  of  leaders  in  the  community  power  structure.  An  operational 
belief  was  defined  as  being  "...that  supposition  or  assumption  one 
functions  upon  in  the  areas  of  his  existence  in  which  he  places  great 
confidence  or  faith  as  a basis  to  be  adhered  to  in  formulating  his  action. ^9 


^ Richard  Centers,  "Social  Class,  Occupation,  and  Imputed  Beliefs," 
The  American  Journal  of  Sociology,  Vol.  LV III,  No.  6,  (May,  1953)  pp.  5^3_555. 

25  Richard  F.  Larson  and  Sara  Smith  Sutker,  "Value  Differences 
and  Value  Consensus  by  Socioeconomic  Levels,"  Social  Forces,  Vol.  bb , 

No.  b (June,  1 966) , pp.  5^3_ 569 . 

26  k.  Dennis  Kelly  and  William  J.  Chambliss,  "Status  Consistency 
and  Political  Attitudes,"  American  Sociological  Review,  Vol.  31,  No.  3 
(June,  1966),  pp.  375-381. 

27  John  L.  Haer,  "Social  Stratification  in  Relation  to  Attitude 
Toward  Sources  of  Power  in  a Community,"  Social  Forces,  Vol.  35,  No.  2 
(December,  1956),  pp.  137“ 1^2. 

28  Ralph  B.  Kimbrough,  "The  Operational  Beliefs  of  Selected 
Leaders  in  a Selected  County,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Tennessee, 

1953. 

29  Ibid.,  p.  b. 
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He  found  that  leaders  act  in  consistency  with  their  beliefs. 30  a person 
who  was  conservative  in  his  educational  beliefs  was  also  found  to  be 
conservative  in  reference  to  other  socioeconomic  problems.  He  concluded 
that  the  conservative-liberal  nature  of  an  individual  would  be 
apparent  in  political,  economic,  or  educational  realms. 31 

The  development  of  the  FSCB  led  to  the  inception  of  a number 
of  research  studies  relating  to  the  socioeconomic  beliefs  of  influentials 
and  their  comparisons  with  like  beliefs  of  various  other  components 
within  the  community.  The  development  of  the  FSCB  will  be  reviewed  in 
the  second  section  of  the  review  of  literature. 

Kimbrough32  administered  the  FSCB  to  samples  from  two  competing 
power  groups  in  a university  town.  The  results  indicated  that  the  emerging 
leadership  group  in  the  town  was  significantly  more  liberal  than  the 
town's  "old  guard"  leadership  group. 

Meredith33  used  the  FSCB  to  compare  the  socioeconomic  values 
of  influential  leaders  and  citizens  in  two  selected  Florida  counties. 

He  noted  the  importance  of  civic  beliefs  as  an  important  element  in  the 
community  power  structure.  He  found  that  the  population  in  a county 
having  a narrow  structure  of  influential  leadership  and  providing  low 


30 1 b id . , p.  319- 
31  Ibid. , p.  317. 

32Ralph  B.  Kimbrough,  Political  Power  and  Educational  Decision- 
Haking  (Chicago:  Rand  McNally  & Company,  1 96^1  , pp . 1 33“  1 3^- - 
33Meredith,  pp.  99-102. 


financial  effort  for  education  tended  to  be  significantly  more  con- 
servative than  the  population  in  a county  having  a wide  base  of  political 
power  and  providing  a high  financial  effort  for  education.  He  also  found 
that  the  influential  leaders  of  the  low  effort  county  were  significantly 
more  conservative  than  their  county's  population  and  significantly  more 
conservative  than  the  influential  leaders  in  the  high  effort  county. 

Nunn^  expanded  upon  Meredith's  study  by  including  samples 
from  teachers,  principals,  lower  leaders,  and  status  leaders.  He  found 
that  teachers  were  more  liberal  in  each  county  than  the  influential  leader 
in  that  county.  Principals  were  also  found  to  be  more  liberal  than 
influential  leaders  in  each  county  studied.  No  significant  difference 
in  beliefs  was  found  to  exist  between  the  status  leaders  and  the 
influential  leaders. 

Diffie,  Holden,  Moore,  and  Walsh  compared  civic  belief  measures 
of  the  FSCB  for  influential  leaders,  citizens,  and  teachers  in  Illinois, 
Kentucky,  Georgia,  and  Florida  respectively.  Longstreth  compared 
their  findings  to  the  types  of  community  power  structures  found  in  the 
counties  studied.  The  findings  of  these  studies  and  others  were 
summarized  by  Johns  and  Kimbrough.^  They  concluded  that  civic 
liberalism  and  conservatism  appeared  to  have  some  relationship  to 
differences  in  financial  effort.  Civic  beliefs  tended  to  be  more  liberal 
in  high  effort  districts  than  the  beliefs  in  low  effort  districts.  For 
the  most  part,  teachers  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  other 
groups  measured. 


3^  Nunn,  pp.  124-131. 

35  Johns  and  Kimbrough,  p.  189. 
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Cooke  used  the  FSCB  to  determine  whether  or  not  Virginia 
school  boards  in  high  "true-tax"  effort  counties  differed  significantly 
from  those  in  low  "true-tax"  effort  counties  in  terms  of  liberal  and 
conservative  beliefs.  He  found  that  a significant  difference  existed. 

Morris  used  the  FSCB  to  identify  the  differences  and 
similarities  between  school  boards  and  superintendents  in  terms  of  their 
socioeconomic  values.  He  found  that  school  board  members  are  more 
conservative  than  superintendents  but  not  significantly  so.  Small 
school  superintendents  tended  to  be  more  conservative  than  large 
school  superintendents. 

L i te r a t u re  Relate d to  the  Development  and  Use  of  Instruments  for 
Measuring  Liberalism  and  Conservatism 

This  section  will  indicate  the  developmental  trend  for 
acquiring  scales  of  beliefs  for  use  in  studies  of  liberalism-conservatism. 
This  trend  led  to  the  development  of  the  FSCB  by  Hines^  and  Kimbrough. 
This  instrument  has  been  used  widely,  primarily  in  conjunction  with 
the  University  of  Florida  studies,  for  measuring  civic  beliefs. 

Kimbrough37  developed  an  instrument  to  measure  interdependence- 
individualism  for  use  in  the  Cheatham  County  Study  in  1953-  He  used 
this  instrument  to  determine  the  dominant  beliefs  of  the  leaders 
recogn i zed . 

A scale  to  measure  political  conservatism  was  developed  by 
McClosky.3<3  prom  an  original  pool  of  forty-three  items,  he  devised  a 

36  See  Appendix  A. 

37  Kimbrough  (1953). 

38  H.  McClosky,  "Conservatism  and  Personality,"  Amer i can 
Political  Science  Review,  Vol.42  (September,  1958),  pp.  2~l~b5 . 
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scale  of  only  nine  items.  This  instrument  was  limited  in  that  it 
only  measured  conservatism. 

Levine39  developed  two  scales,  one  to  measure  economic 
liberalism-conservatism  and  the  other  to  measure  social  liberalism- 
conservatism.  He  suggested  that  the  use  of  uni -dimensional  liberal- 
conservatism  distinctions  should  be  avoided  by  researchers .^0 

Hines^  and  Kimbrough  developed  the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic 
Beliefs  for  use  in  studies  of  civic  beliefs.  This  scale  is  composed  of 
sixty  Likert-type  items.  Both  liberal  and  conservative  items  have  been 
included.  The  scale  has  been  accepted  as  a valid  indicator  of  liberalism 
conservatism.  A review  of  the  scale  is  located  in  the  work  of  Shaw 
and  Wright. ^ (For  further  information  concerning  the  FSCB  the  reader 
is  referred  to  Appendices  A and  B.) 

A validity  study  of  the  FSCB  was  conducted  by  Melko.^3  He 
interviewed  five  leaders  in  each  of  Beach  and  River  counties.  The 
comments  of  the  leaders  interviewed  were  analyzed  as  to  their  liberal- 
conservative  nature  by  a panel  of  experts.  The  FSCB  was  administered 
to  each  of  the  leaders  and  the  results  were  compared  to  the  findings 


39  Daniel  U.  Levine,  "Liberalism,  Conservatism,  and  Educational 
Viewpoint,"  Administrator's  Notebook,  Vol . XI,  No.  9 (Hay,  1963),  pp-  !“**• 
^0  Daniel  U.  Levine,  "Socio-Economic  Attitudinal  Correlates 
of  Educational  Viewpoint,"  The  Journal  of  Experimental  Education, 

Vol.  33,  No.  3 (Spring,  1 965X7  PP  * 251-25^ 

4l  See  Appendix  A. 

^2  Marvin  E.  Shaw  and  Jack  M.  Wright,  Scales  for  the  Measurement 
of  Attitudes  (New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1967),  pp."  307“ 3 1 1 • 
Melko,  53- 
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of  the  panel.  A correlation  of  0.74  was  found  between  the  results  of 
the  FSCB  and  the  verbatim  statements  of  the  influential  leaders.  This 
result  should  indicate  the  validity  of  the  FSCB. 

Hypotheses 

The  following  hypotheses  stated  in  the  null  form  gave 
direction  to  the  analysis  of  the  data  collected  from  the  citizens, 
the  influential  leaders,  the  status  leaders,  and  the  educational 
personnel  in  each  of  the  two  selected  counties.  The  hypotheses  were 
designed  to  answer  the  three  basic  questions  which  were  listed  in  the 
statement  of  the  study  problem.  Those  questions  were: 

1.  Were  there  significant  differences  between  the  civic 
belief  scores  of  influential  leaders,  citizens,  status 
leaders,  and  educational  personnel  within  each  of  the 
two  selected  counties  as  measured  by  the  Florida  Scale 
of  Civic  Beliefs  (FSCB)? 

2.  Were  there  significant  differences  between  the  measures 
of  civic  beliefs  by  the  FSCB  among  influential  leaders, 
citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel  in 
Beach  County  when  compared  to  the  measures  of  the 
similar  groups  in  River  County? 

3.  How  do  the  civic  belief  scores  of  each  of  the  groups  under 
study  compare  with  the  scores  of  the  similar  groups  in 
the  studies  by  Meredith  and  Nunn  in  1963  and  1964? 

The  following  hypotheses  were  designed  for  use  in  answering 
question  number  one.  The  phrase  "significant  difference"  stated  in  each 
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hypothesis  indicates  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  for  the 
F-test  used  and  the  0.01  protection  level  for  Duncan's  New  Multiple 
Range  test  used. 

Hypotheses  relating  to  comparisons  within  Beach  County: 

1.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 

as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders 
in  Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  citizens  in  Beach  County. 

b)  status  leaders  in  Beach  County. 

c)  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County. 

2.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 
as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in  Beach 
County  and  the: 

a)  status  leaders  in  Beach  County. 

b)  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County. 

3.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders  in 

Beach  County  and  the  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County. 
Hypotheses  relating  to  comparisons  within  River  County: 

k.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 
as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders 
in  River  County  and  the: 

a)  citizens  in  River  County. 

b)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

c)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 
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5.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in  River 
County  and  the: 

a)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

6.  There  was  no  s igni f i cant  d i f ference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders  in  River 
County  and  the  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  following  hypotheses  were  designed  for  use  in  answering 
question  number  two.  Once  again  the  phrase  "significant  difference" 
indicates  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  for  the  F-test  used 
and  the  0.01  protection  level  for  Duncan's  New  Multiple  Range  test 
used . 

Hypotheses  related  to  comparisons  between  qroups  in  Beach  County  and 
River  County: 

7.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 

* 

measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders  in 
Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

8.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in  Beach  County 
and  the: 


a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 
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b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

9.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders  in  Beach 
County  and  the: 

a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

10.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  educational  personnel  in 
Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  following  group  of  hypotheses  are  designed  for  use  in 
answering  question  number  three.  The  phrase  "significant  difference" 
indicates  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  difference  for  the  F-test  used 
and  the  0.01  protection  level  for  the  Duncan's  New  Multiple  Range  test 
used . 

Hypotheses  rela ting  to  comparisons  of  1971  group  data  and  the  data  of 
the  original  studies: 

11.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders  in 
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Beach  County  in  1971  and  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach 
County  in  19&3- 

12.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in  Beach  County 
in  1971  and  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  19&3. 

13-  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders  in  Beach 
County  in  1971  and  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County 
in  1964. 

14.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  educational  personnel 
in  1971  and  the  educational  personnel  in  1964  in  Beach 
County. 

15.  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 

as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders 
in  River  County  in  1971  and  the  influential  leaders  in 
1963. 


16. 


17. 


There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 
as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in  River 
County  in  1971  and  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1 963 - 
There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 
as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders  in 
River  County  in  1971  and  the  status  leaders  in  River 
County  in  1964. 

There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic  beliefs 
as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  educational  personnel 
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in  River  County  in  1971  and  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County  in  1964. 

The  hypotheses  presented  the  various  pair-wise  comparisons 
which  were  made  in  the  study.  These  comparisons  guided  the  analysis 
which  led  to  the  discovery  of  the  differences  and/or  similarities  in 
civic  beliefs  between  the  various  groups  in  the  study. 

Procedures 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  present  the  procedures 
that  were  followed  in  obtaining  answers  to  the  questions  in  the  statement 
of  the  problem  and  in  testing  the  series  of  hypotheses  giving  direction 
to  the  study.  The  plan  for  the  study  is  discussed  under  the  following 
sub-headings:  study  design,  sampling,  data  collection,  and  data 
treatment . 

Study  Design 

The  design  of  the  study  was  what  Ker linger^4  defines  as  an 
exploratory  field  study.  This  type  of  design  is  one  that  is  ex  post 
facto  in  nature  and  which  generates  findings  of  primarily  heuristic 
qual i ty . 

The  design  of  the  study  contained  quasi-  pre-test,  post-test 
characteristics.  The  FSCB  was  used  to  measure  certain  civic  beliefs  and 
to  test  hypotheses  in  an  attempt  to  pursue  differences  or  similarities 
within  the  social  situations  found  in  the  two  selected  Florida  counties. 
The  measures  were  compared  to  similar  studies  conducted  in  1963  and  1964. 

44  precj  N.  Ker  linger,  Foundations  of  Behavioral  Research  (New 
York:  Holt,  Rinehart,  and  Winston,  Inc.,  196T). 
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The  persons  measured  were  influential  leaders,  citizens,  educational 

personnel,  and  status  leaders  in  the  two  counties. 

— v 

Samp  1 ? ng 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  explain  the  procedures 
that  were  followed  in  determining  the  individual  persons  who  were  measured 
by  the  FSCB.  As  stated  before,  the  FSCB  was  administered  to  citizens, 
influential  leaders,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel.  The 
sampling  procedures  were  as  follows: 

Citizens  - The  "n"  for  the  citizen  sample  in  each  county  was  200. 

The  list  of  registered  voters  for  each  county  was  considered 
as  being  the  population  from  which  the  citizen  sample  was 
drawn  for  each  county.  The  county  lists  that  were  made  avail- 
able for  use  in  the  study  were  alphabetical  listings  by  precincts. 

To  select  the  members  of  the  citizen  sample  in  each 
county,  the  procedures  for  taking  a systematic,  regular  interval 
sample  were  utilized.  The  listings  of  registered  voters 
were  "entered"  by  use  of  random  numbers.  The  combination  of 
the  systematic,  regular  interval  sampling  method  and  the 
alphabetical,  precinct  listings  tended  to  proportion  the  sample 
over  the  precincts  of  the  counties  involved. 

It  was  assumed  before  the  study  was  begun  that  the 
original  list  of  200  names  would  not  produce  an  "n"  of  200 
participants.  Intervening  factors  such  as  deaths,  change  of 
address,  incorrect  address  listings,  refusal  or  inability  to 
participate,  or  continued  failure  to  find  a person  at  home  were 
predicted  as  possible  causes  of  non-participation. 
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In  order  to  compensate  for  the  non-participants, 
alternative  methods  were  used  to  provide  replacements.  The 
first  alternative  method  was  the  selection  of  a second  system- 
atic regular  interval  sample  from  the  voter  registration  lists. 
This  alternate  sample  provided  a pool  of  pO  prospective  replace- 
ments. These  names  provided  were  used  for  replacement  purposes 
within  the  respective  precincts  needing  alternates. 

The  second  alternative  method  of  selection  was  post  hoc  in 
nature.  The  interviewers  were  given  permission  to  find  another 
person  of  the  same  sex,  same  political  party  affiliation,  and 
same  neighborhood  as  the  non-participant  for  replacement  purposes. 
Due  care  was  taken  to  insure  that  this  method  of  selection 
did  not  bias  the  sample.  This  method  protected  the  dispersion 
factor  that  was  desired  across  each  county's  population. 

Influential  Leaders  - The  persons  in  this  sample  group  were  determined 
by  the  Bartholomew  and  Lamberti  studies.  All  persons 
judged  as  being  influential  leaders  by  these  studies  were 
considered  as  members  of  the  influential  leader  sample.  All 
who  were  willing  to  participate  were  included  in  the  study. 

Bartholomew  and  Lamberti  selected  the  influential  leaders 
by  utilizing  a combination  of  the  reputational  and  the  issue- 
analysis  techniques.  These  two  techniques  were  devised 
by  Hunter^5  and  Dahl, ^6  respectively.  The  techniques  rely 


**5  Floyd  Hunter,  Community  Power  Structure.  (Chapel  Hill:  University 
of  North  Carolina  Press,  1 953) i 

**6  Robert  A.  Dahl,  Who  Governs?  (New  Haven:  Yale  University  Press, 


1961). 
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upon  comments  made  by  civic  leaders  in  interview  discussions 
of  local  leadership  and/or  local  issues.  The  persons  whose 
names  are  mentioned  most  often  are  recognized  as  the  influential 
leaders . 

Status  Leaders  - Status  leaders  were  defined  as  being  those  persons 
holding  executive  or  policy-making  positions  in  municipal, 
county,  school,  and  state  governmental  units.  For  the  purposes 
of  this  study,  this  sample  included  mayors  of  principal 
cities,  the  city  commissioners  of  principal  cities,  city 
managers,  county  judges,  county  commissioners,  the  superintendent 
of  schools,  school  board  members,  state  senators,  and  state 
representatives.  In  this  study  all  of  the  status  leaders, 
as  defined  above,  who  are  willing  to  participate  were  grouped 
together  to  form  the  status  leader  group.  Status  leaders  who 
were  found  to  be  influential  leaders  were  not  excluded  from 
the  status  leader  group  in  the  present  study. 

Educational  Personnel  - A sample  of  30  persons  was  selected  from 

each  county  to  form  the  educational  personnel  group.  Infor- 
mation was  supplied  by  the  county  school  systems  involved  in 
the  study  so  that  alphabetical  lists  of  all  certificated, 
instructional  personnel  could  be  formed.  A systematic,  regular 
interval  sample  of  30  persons  was  drawn  in  each  of  the  two 
selected  counties  from  the  listing  for  the  particular  county. 

In  anticipation  of  the  possibility  of  needing  alternates,  a 
second  systematic,  regular  interval  sample  of  15  potential 
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participants  was  drawn.  Random  numbers  were  used  to 
"enter"  the  alphabetical  listings  in  each  county  for  each 
sample  drawn. 

Data  Collection 

The  basic  instrument  used  in  this  study  for  the  collection 
of  data  was  the  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs.  It  was  used  as  a 
measure  of  1 i bera 1 -conservat i ve  socioeconomic  beliefs  or  values.  The 
raw  data  for  the  study  were  obtained  in  the  form  of  numerical  scores 
from  the  completed  forms  of  the  FSCB.  Each  individual  interviewed 
was  represented  by  a score  which  was  tabulated  according  to  his  answer 
selections  on  the  belief  scale. 

Each  conservative  item  was  scored  as  follows: 

Strongly  Agree  - one  point 
Agree  - two  points 

Neither  Disagree  nor  Agree  - three  points 

Disagree  - four  points 

Strongly  Disagree  - five  points. 

Each  liberal  item  on  the  scale  was  scored  as  follows: 

Strongly  Agree  - five  points 
Agree  - four  points 

Neither  Disagree  nor  Agree  - three  points 
Disagree  - two  points 
Strongly  Disagree  - one  point. 

After  a person  indicated  his  response  selection  for  each  item 
on  the  scale,  a total  score  for  him  was  obtained  by  adding  the  60 
individual  item  point  amounts.  By  use  of  this  grading  scheme,  it  was 
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possible  for  an  individual  participant  to  obtain  a score  on  a 
continuum  for  60  (an  extremely  conservative  score)  through  300  (an 
extremely  liberal  score). 

The  FSCB  was  completed  individually  by  those  persons  selected 
as  members  to  represent  the  various  groups  that  were  to  be  compared. 

The  scale  was  administered  by  the  writer  and/or  representatives  from  the 
counties  under  study.  All  due  care  was  taken  to  insure  that  neither 
the  writer  nor  his  representatives  biased  the  study  results. 

Data  Treatment 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  describe  how  the  raw  data, 
the  individuals'  scores  on  the  FSCB,  were  treated  and  analyzed.  The 
study  problem  was  to  study  1 i bera 1 -conserva ti ve  civic  beliefs  over 
time.  The  hypotheses  were  constructed  to  compare  the  civic  beliefs 
of  the  various  groups  within  and  between  the  counties  on  the  basis  of 
1963-64  and  1971 . 

The  hypotheses  were  tested  statistically  to  determine  the 
reasonableness  of  accepting  or  rejecting  the  conclusions  put  forth. 

The  F-test  and  Kramer's*4?  extension  of  Duncan's  New  Multiple  Range  test 
were  used  to  analyze  the  data  and  the  hypotheses  relating  to  Beach 
County  and  River  County  in  1971-  The  0.05  level  of  statistical  signi- 
ficance was  used  for  the  F-test,  the  analysis  of  variance.  The  0.01 
protection  level  was  used  for  Duncan's  test.  The  F-test  was  used  to 
determine  if  significant  differences  existed  among  and  between  the  means 
of  the  groups  under  study.  Kramer's  extension  of  Duncan's  New  Multiple 


47  Clyde  Young  Kramer,  "Extension  of  Multiple  Range  Tests  to 
G roup  Means  with  Unecjua 1 Numbers  of  Rep  1 ications ,"  B i ome tries,  Vo  1 . 12,  No . 3 , 
(September,  1956),  pp.  307“ 3 1 0 . 
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Range  test  was  used  to  determine  exactly  which  group  means  were 
significantly  different  from  which  other  group  means. 

The  statistical  procedure  that  was  used  to  analyze  the  hypotheses 
relating  to  comparisons  of  1971  data  to  data  from  1 363  and  1964  was  the 
t-test.  Each  of  the  eight  paired  combinations  stated  in  those  hypotheses 
were  tested  by  this  method.  The  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance 
was  used.  Procedures  used  in  conducting  the  t-tests  were  those  described 
by  Spiegel 

^8  Murray  R.  Spiegel,  Theory  and  Problems  of  Statistics, 

Schaum's  Outline  Series  (Mew  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1961), 
pp.  189-190. 


CHAPTER  I I 


PRESENTATION  OF  1971  DATA  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  RELATED  HYPOTHESES 

. The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  administered  to  four 
sample  groups  within  each  county  selected  for  the  study.  Table  1 shows 
the  groups  included  and  the  number  of  participants  included  in  each 
group. 


TABLE  1 

Number  of  Respondents  to  the  FSCB  From  Each  Group  in 
Beach  County  and  River  County 


Type  of  Group 

Beach  County 

River  County 

Influential  Leaders 

23 

32 

Educational  Personnel 

30 

30 

Status  Leaders 

23 

2b 

Ci ti zens 

200 

200 

The  methods  of  determining  the  samples  for  the  various  groups 
in  the  study  were  discussed  in  Chapter  I.  Each  individual  participant 
from  the  eight  groups  responded  to  the  FSCB.  His  or  her  individual 
item  responses  were  scored  as  follows:  one  point  for  a strongly  conser- 

vative response,  two  points  for  a conservative  response,  three  points 
for  a moderate  or  apathetic  response,  four  points  for  a liberal  response, 
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and  five  points  for  a strongly  liberal  response.  The  total  score  for 
an  individual  was  the  total  of  the  60  individual  item  responses  on 
the  60-item  scale.  The  possible  range  of  scores  was,  therefore, 

60  to  300  points. 

The  raw  scores  for  the  individuals  from  each  group  in  each 
county  are  presented  in  Appendices  C and  D.  The  scores  for  individual 
respondents  were  added  to  the  scores  of  the  other  members  of  their 
study  groups.  This  total  was  divided  by  the  "n"  for  that  group  to 
obtain  the  group's  mean.  Table  2 shows  the  means  that  were  calculated 
for  the  eight  groups. 


TABLE  2 

Calculated  Means  of  FSCB  Scores  for  Each  of  the  Study  Groups  in 
Beach  County  and  River  County  in  1971 


Type  of  Group 

Beach  County 

River  County 

Influential  Leaders 

161 .83 

169.09 

Educational  Personnel 

18*1.53 

195.53 

Status  Leaders 

1A4.09 

160.25 

C i ti zens 

168.79 

170.79 

The  reader  is  reminded  that  the  means  represent  averages  of  FSCB  scores 
for  each  group  in  each  county  in  1971. 

The  lowest  score,  the  highest  score,  the  range  of  scores, 
and  the  median  for  each  group  are  presented  in  Table  3-  The  range  for 
each  group  indicates  the  amount  of  dispersion  in  scores  for  that  group. 
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TABLE  3 

Lowest  Score,  Highest  Score,  Range,  and  Median  for  Each  Study  Group 
in  Beach  County  and  River  County  in  1971 


Lowes  t. 
Score 

Highest 

Score 

Range 

Med ian 

Beach  County 

Ci ti zens 

96 

235 

139 

171 

Influential  Leaders 

103 

223 

120 

165 

Status  Leaders 

92 

200  , 

108 

1 40 

Educational  Personnel 

127 

219 

92 

189 

River  County 

Ci ti zens 

102 

237 

135 

170 

Influential  Leaders 

116 

240 

124 

170.5 

Status  Leaders 

105 

236 

131 

161 .5 

Educational  Personnel 

151 

282 

131 

192 

As  indicated  in  Table  3,  the  smallest  range  of  scores,  92,  was  found 
in  Beach  County  in  the  status  leader  group.  The  greatest  range  of 
scores,  139,  was  found  in  Beach  County  in  the  citizen  group. 

The  lowest  raw  score  in  each  Beach  County  group  was  found  to 
be  lower  than  the  lowest  raw  score  from  the  comparable  group  in  River 
County.  The  highest  raw  score  from  each  Beach  County  group  was  found 
to  be  lower  than  the  highest  r,aw  score  from  the  comparable  groups  in 
River  County. 

The  median  is  the  middle  score  of  a set  of  numbers  arranged 
in  order  of  magnitude.  The  educational  personnel  group  for  each  county 
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was  found  to  have  the  largest  median  score.  The  status  leader  group 
in  each  county  had  the  lowest  median  score  for  that  county. 

The  raw  scores  (Appendix  C and  Appendix  D)  give  information 
as  to  the  scoring  trends  within  each  group  in  each  county.  The  low 
and  high  scores  for  the  various  groups  generally  indicated  a more 
conservative  trend  in  each  Beach  County  group  than  was  found  in  the 
River  County  groups.  In  each  case  the  high  and  low  scores  for  the 
groups  in  River  County  were  more  liberal  than  the  high  and  low  scores 
for  the  respective  groups  in  Beach  County. 

To  test  for  significant  differences  among  the  eight  group 
means  involved  in  the  study,  procedures  for  the  analysis  of  variance 
or  F-test  technique  were  used.  This  statistical  procedure  uses  group 
means,  estimates  of  group  variances,  and  group  sizes  to  determine  if 
it  is  likely  that  two  or  more  random  samples  differ  or  if  these  samples 
could  come  from  one  population.  The  F-test  involves  calculating  an 
observed  F-ratio  by  dividing  the  variance  of  the  averages  among  the 
groups  by  the  variance  of  the  scores  within  the  groups.  This  observed 
value  is  compared  to  the  table  value  for  the  F-ratio  for  groups  of 
similar  sizes.  These  table  values  are  based  on  probability  limits. 

The  statistical  procedure  permitted  the  comparison  of  the  data  of  all 
eight  study  groups  at  one  time.  The  process  did  not,  however,  indicate 
which  pairs  of  group  means  differed  significantly. 

The  F-test  procedures  produced  an  observed  F-ratio  of  3 .kkS . 
The  table  value  of  F for  seven  and  200  degrees  of  freedom  at  the  0.05 
level  of  statistical  significance  was  2.06.  The  value  of  F for  seven 
and  200  degrees  of  freedom  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance 
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was  2.01.  Therefore,  the  table  value  of  the  F-ratio  for  seven  and  554 
degrees  of  freedom,  those  involved  in  this  study,  fell  in  between  the 
values  of  2.0(3  and  2.01.  The  observed  value  of  F,  9.449,  exceeded 
both  of  these  values  and  indicated  that  the  null  hypothesis 

H0:  U 1=  V*  2~  y3~  y4=  y5=  y6=  y7=y8  - was  t0  be  re-ie(?ted.  The 
null  hypothesis  stated  in  symbols  indicates  the  null  theory  that  no 

significance  exists  between  the  group  means. 

To  determine  exactly  where  the  significant  differences  were 
to  be  found,  Kramer's  extension  of  Duncan's  New  Multiple  Range  test 
was  used.  This  statistical  procedure  allowed  pair-wise  comparisons 
of  group  means  between  groups  of  unequal  size,  unequal  "n's". 

The  Duncan  statistics  used  in  this  procedure  were  those  found  at  the  0.01 
protection  level.  The  results  of  testing  for  significant  differences 
by  this  procedure  produced  the  results  summarized  in  Table  4.  In 
Table  4 the  number  listed  with  each  group  is  the  mean  for  that  group. 
Analysis  of  Hypotheses 

A series  of  null  hypotheses  were  formulated  to  guide  the 
comparisons  of  the  groups  sampled  and  included  in  the  study.  The 
hypotheses  were  listed  in  Chapter  1.  The  hypotheses  are  listed  with  the 
related  questions  and  are  analyzed  below.  An  asterisk  indicates  that  a 
significant  difference  was  found. 

Question  number  one:  Are  there  significant  differences  between  civic 

belief  scores  of  influential  leaders,  citizens, 
status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel  within 
each  of  the  two  selected  counties  as  measured 
by  the  FSCB? 
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Citizens;  I - Inf luentials;  S - Status  Leaders;  E - Educational  Personnel. 
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Hypotheses  Relating  to  Beach  County 

1.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential 
leaders  in  Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  citizens  in  Beach  County. 

b)  status  leaders  in  Beach  County. 

c)  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  influential 
leaders  in  Beach  County: 

a)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  citizens  in  Beach 
County. 

b)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders  in 
Beach  County. 

*c)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  Beach  County. 

2.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in 
Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  status  leaders  in  Beach  County. 

b)  educational  leaders  in  Beach  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  citizens 
in  Beach  County: 

*a)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders  in 
Beach  County. 

*b)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  Beach  County. 
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3.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders 
in  Beach  County  and  the  educational  personnel  in  Beach 
County. 

*The  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  status  leaders  in  Beach 
County  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel  in  Beach 
County . 

Table  5 summarizes  the  findings  in  Beach  County. 

TABLE  5 

Findings  From  Analysis  of  Hypotheses  Relating  to  Comparisons 
of  Group  Means  in  Beach  County 


Type  of  Group 

Influential 

Leaders 

Ci ti zens 

Status 

Leaders 

Educati onal 
Personnel 

Influential 

Leaders 

- 

No 

No 

Yes 

Ci ti zens 

No 

- 

Yes 

Yes 

Status 

Leaders 

No 

Yes 

- 

Yes 

Educational 

Personnel 

Yes 

Yes  . 

Yes 

■* 

Note:  "Yes"  indicates  existence  of  significant  difference,  "No"  indicates 

lack  of  significant  difference. 


As  indicated  in  Table  5 a significant  difference  wa s found  between  the 
educational  personnel  group  in  Beach  County  and  each  other  group  within 
that  county.  The  status  leaders  were  found  to  be  significantly  different 
from  the  educational  personnel  and  the  citizens. 
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Hypotheses  Relating  to  River  County 

4.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential 
leaders  in  River  County  and  the: 

a)  citizens  in  River  County. 

b)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

c)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  influential 
leaders  in  River  County: 

a)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  citizens  in 
River  County. 

b)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders 
in  Ri ver  County  . 

*c)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County. 

5.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in 
River  County  and  the: 

a)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  citizens 
in  River  County: 

a)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders 
in  River  County. 

*b)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County. 
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6.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSC8  between  the  status  leaders 
in  River  County  and  the  educational  personnel  in  River 
County . 

*The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  status 
leaders  in  River  County  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational 
personnel  in  River  County. 

Table  6 summarizes  the  findings  in  River  County: 

TABLE  6 


Findings  From  Analysis  of  Hypotheses  Relating  to  Comparisons 
of  Group  Means  in  River  County 


Type  of  Group 

Influential 

Leaders 

Ci ti zens 

Status 

Leaders 

Educational 

Personnel 

Influential 

No 

No 

Yes 

Leaders 

C i ti zens 

No 

- 

No 

Yes 

Status 

No 

No 

- 

Yes 

Leaders 

Educati onal 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

- 

Personnel 

Note:  "Yes" 

indicates  existence 

of  significant 

d i f ference 

, "No"  indicates 

lack  of  significant  difference. 

As  indicated 

in  Table  6 all  significant  differences  found 

in  River  County 

involved  the 

educational  personnel  group. 

The 

group's  mean  was  found  to 

be  significantly  different  from  the  mean  of  each  other  River  County 


group. 
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Question  number  two:  Were  there  significant  differences  between  the 

measures  of  civic  beliefs  among  influential  leaders, 
citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel 
in  Beach  County  when  compared  to  the  measures  of  the 
similar  groups  in  River  County? 

Hypotheses  Relating  to  Comparisons  Between  Beach  County  and  River  County 

7.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential 
leaders  in  Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  influential 
leaders  in  Beach  County: 

a)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  influential 
leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  citizens  in  River 
County. 

c)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders 
in  River  County. 

*d)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County. 

8.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in 
Beach  County  and  the: 
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a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  citizens 
in  Beach  County: 

a)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  influential 
leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  citizens  in 
River  County. 

c)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders 
i n River  County  . 

*d)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County. 

9.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders 

in  Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  status 
leaders  in  Beach  County: 

*a)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  influential  leaders 
i n River  County  . 

*b)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  citizens  in  River 
County  . 
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c)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders 
in  River  County. 

*d)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County. 

10.  Hypothesis:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  educational 

personnel  in  Beach  County  and  the: 

a)  influential  leaders  in  River  County. 

b)  citizens  in  River  County. 

c)  status  leaders  in  River  County. 

d)  educational  personnel  in  River  County. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  educational 
personnel  in  Beach  County: 

a)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  influential  leaders 
in  River  County. 

b)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  citizens  in  River 
County  . 

*c)  did  differ  significantly  from  the  status  leaders  in 
River  County. 

d)  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  educational 
personnel  in  River  County. 

Table  7 summarizes  the  results  of  testing  the  hypotheses  re- 
lating to  comparisons  between  sample  groups  in  Beach  county  and  sample 
groups  in  River  County.  As  indicated  in  Table  7 the  River  County 
educational  personnel  differed  significantly  from  all  groups  in  Beach 
County  except  for  the  educational  personnel  group  in  that  county.  The 


h2 


TABLE  7 

Findings  From  Comparisons  of  Group  Means  From 
Beach  County  With  Group  Means  From  River  County 


Group  1 

River 

nf 1 uent i al s 

River 
Ci ti zens 

R i ve  r 
Status 
Leaders 

River 

Educational 

Personnel 

Beach 

1 nf luentials 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Beach  Citizens 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Beach 

Status  Leaders 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Beach  Educational 
Personnel 

1 No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Beach  County  status  leaders  differed  significantly  from  every  group  in 
River  County  except  the  status  leader  group  in  that  county.  The 
educational  personnel  in  Beach  County  differed  significantly  from  the 
status  leaders  in  River  County. 

Chapter  Summary 

The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  administered  to  four 
sample  groups  in  each  of  two  selected  Florida  counties.  The  sample 
groups  in  each  of  the  counties  were  as  follows:  influential  leaders, 
citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel.  Group  means  were 
calculated  for  each  of  the  eight  groups  involved  in  the  study. 

The  eight  group  means  were  compared  for  the  existence  of 
statistical ly  signi ficant  differences.  Procedures  for  a one-way  analysis 
of  variance,  F-test,  were  used  to  determine  if  significant  differences 
existed  among  and/or  between  the  group  means.  The  0.05  level  of 


statistical  significance  was  used  in  the  testing  procedures.  The  results 
indicated  that  significant  differences  did  exist. 

To  determine  exactly  which  group  means  differed  from  which 
other  group  means,  procedures  for  Kramer's  extension  of  Duncan's  New 
Multiple  Range  test  were  used.  The  0.01  protection  level  was  used  in  the 
testing  procedures.  Of  the  28  possible  paired  combinations,  13  were  found 
to  be  significantly  different. 

V/ithin  Beach  County  four  of  the  possible  six  paired  combinations 
of  group  means  differed  significantly  at  the  prescribed  statistical  levels. 
The  educational  personnel  group  differed  significantly  from  the  other 
three  groups  for  three  of  the  four  findings.  The  citizen  group  and  the 
status  leader  group  difference  constituted  the  fourth  significant 
difference.  All  four  group  means  within  Beach  County  differed  from 
one  another.  The  order  from  most  liberal  to  most  conservative  was 
(l)  educational  personnel,  (2)  citizens,  (3)  influential  leaders,  and 
(4)  status  leaders. 

Within  River  County  three  of  the  six  possible  paired 
combinations  of  group  means  differed  significantly  at  the  prescribed 
statistical  levels.  The  educational  personnel  differed  significantly 
from  each  of  the  other  three  groups  in  River  County  to  provide  the  three 
findings.  All  four  groups  in  River  County  differed  in  average  scores  on 
the  FSCB.  The  order  from  most  liberal  to  most  conservative  was  (l)  educa- 
tional personnel,  (2)  citizens,  (3)  influential  leaders,  and  {b)  status 
leaders . 

In  comparing  group  means  between  Beach  County  and  River 
County,  six  of  the  16  possible  paired  combinations  of  group  means  were 


lik 

found  to  be  significantly  different  at  the  prescribed  statistical  levels. 
Each  sample  group  in  Beach  County  was  found  to  be  more  conservative  than 
the  comparable  group  in  River  County.  None  of  these  four  comparisons 
were  found,  however,  to  be  statistically  different  at  the  prescribed 


statistical  levels. 


CHAPTER  I I I 


COMPARISON  OF  1971  DATA  TO  DATA  FROM  1 963  AND  1 96^ 

AND  ANALYSIS  OF  RELATED  HYPOTHESES 

The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  administered  to  a combined 
total  of  562  individuals  in  Beach  County  and  River  County  in  1 97 1 • 

The  groups  and  group  sizes  involved  were  presented  in  Table  1 in  Chapter  II. 
The  means  for  the  eight  individual  sample  groups  were  calculated  and 
were  presented  in  Table  2 in  Chapter  II. 

In  1963  (Meredith)  and  1964  (Nunn)  studies  were  completed 
in  Beach  County  and  River  County.  In  the  two  earlier  studies  the  FSCB 
was  used  to  measure  the  civic  beliefs  of  citizens,  influential  leaders, 
lower  leaders,  teachers,  principals,  and  status  leaders  in  each  of  the 
two  selected  counties.  The  group  sizes  and  group  means  of  the  various 
sample  groups  involved  in  the  earlier  studies  by  Meredith  and  Nunn  are 
presented  in  Table  8. 

In  this  chapter  the  results  of  the  present  study  are  compared 
to  the  results  of  the  studies  by  Meredith  ( 1963)  and  Nunn  (1964).  The 
statistical  procedures  used  for  comparison  purposes  were  those  necessary 
to  perform  t-tests  on  pairs  of  group  means  involved  in  the  studies  of 
1971,  1963,  and  1964.  Sixteen  pair-wise  comparisons  were  made  to  determine 
if  statistically  significant  differences  existed  between  the  means  of  the 
sample  groups  in  the  present  study  and  the  means  of  the  sample  groups  in 
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TABLE  8 


Group  Sizes  and  Calculated  Group  Means  of  Citizens, 
influential  Leaders,  Lower  Leaders,  Teachers,  Principals,  and  Status 
Leaders  in  Beach  County  and  River  County  From  the  1963~64  Studies 


Group 

Group  Size 

Group  Mean 

Beach 

County 

Ci ti zens  - Total 

200 

168.5 

Beach 

County 

Ci t i zens  — Whi te  Only 

164 

160.2 

Beach  County  Influential  Leaders  - 
Fifteen  Top  Ranking  Positions 

14 

131-07 

Beach 

County 

Teachers 

100 

170.4 

Beach 

County 

Principals 

9 

178.67 

Beach 

County 

Status  Leaders 

10 

146.4 

River 

County 

Citizens  - Total 

200 

170.0 

Ri  ver 

County 

Ci ti zens  - Whi te  Only 

185 

167.8 

River  County 
Fifteen  Top  1 

Influential  Leaders  - 
Ranking  Positions 

15 

163.6 

River 

County 

Teachers 

100 

183.29 

River 

County 

Pr i nci pa  1 s 

19 

181.53 

River 

County 

Status  Leaders 

12 

167.58 

47 


the  studies  by  Meredith  and  Nunn.  The  reason  for  the  comparisons  was 
to  determine  if  the  sample  groups  in  the  studies  had  changed  signifi- 
cantly in  their  average  scores  of  civic  beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB. 
The  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  was  used  in  performing  the 
comparisons  with  t-test  procedures.  The  t-test  procedures  used  were  those 
described  by  Spiegel. 

A series  of  hypotheses  relating  to  comparisons  between  the 
1971  data  and  data  from  the  1963~64  studies  were  presented  in  Chapter  I. 
The  t-test  procedures  were  used  to  examine  the  pair-wise  comparisons 
between  group  means  to  determine  if  the  null  hypotheses  stated  should 
be  accepted  or  rejected  in  the  study.  The  hypotheses  analyzed  in 
this  chapter  were  designed  to  aid  the  researcher  in  answering  question 
three  which  was  presented  in  Chapter  I in  the  statement  of  the  problem. 
That  ques  ti on  was  : 

How  do  the  civic  belief  scores  of  each  of  the  groups  under 
study--inf luential  leaders,  citizens,  status  leaders,  and 
educational  personnel  in  each  of  the  two  selected  counties — 
compare  with  the  scores  of  the  similar  groups  in  the  studies 
by  Meredith  and  Nunn? 

Treatment  of  Data  and  Analysis  of  Related  Hypotheses 

C i t i zens 

In  1963  Meredith  conducted  a study  in  Beach  County  and  in 
River  County.  As  part  of  it  he  measured  the  civic  beliefs  of  200  citizens 
in  each  of  the  two  selected  counties  with  the  FSCB.  After  analyzing  his 
data,  he  found  that  the  non-white  portion  of  his  citizen  sample  in  each 
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county  tended  to  be  significantly  more  liberal  than  the  white  portion 
of  the  citizen  sample  in  that  county.  Consequently,  he  postulated 
that  to  include  the  non-white  portion  in  the  citizen  samples  for  each 
county  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  would  distort 
the  findings.  He  further  postulated  that  the  non-white  citizens  had 
little  or  no  voice  in  the  decision-making  process  in  their  counties 
and  that  the  use  of  only  the  white  portions  of  the  citizen  samples  would 
be  more  representative  of  the  existing  situations. 

The  present  study  included  both  white  and  non-white  citizens 
in  the  citizen  samples  for  each  of  the  two  selected  counties.  It  was  felt 
that  to  exclude  any  segment  of  the  population  could  not  be  justified  in 
view  of  the  random  sampling  procedures  desired.  Two  comparisons, 
consequently,  were  made  for  each  county  to  determine  if  the  changes  made 
in  group  means  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  were  statistically  significant. 

First,  the  present  study  group  means  for  the  citizen  samples  were  com- 
pared to  the  group  means  for  the  citizen  samples  that  were  used  by 
Meredith  and  Nunn  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes--the 
white  citizens  only.  Second,  the  present  group  means  for  the  citizen  samples 
were  compared  to  the  group  means  of  the  total  citizen  samples,  white  and 
non-white,  as  found  by  Meredith. 

The  following  are  the  hypotheses  that  were  presented  in 
Chapter  I relating  to  comparisons  of  citizen  samples  in  Beach  County 
and  River  County  between  the  1971  findings  and  the  19^3  findings: 

Hypothesis  12:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in  Beach 
County  in  1971  and  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1 963 - 


Hypothesis  16:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  citizens  in 
River  County  in  1971  and- the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1 963 • 
Beach  County  Citizens,  1971  " Beach  County  Citizens,  1963 

Two  t-tests  were  used  to  compare  Beach  County  citizens  of 
1971  to  Beach  County  citizens  of  1963-  The  first  compared  the  group 
mean  of  the  1971  citizen  sample  group  to  the  group  mean  used  for  intra- 
and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  by  Meredith  and  Nunn.  This  citizen 
sample  mean  was  calculated  from  only  the  white  portion  of  the  citizen 
sample.  This  first  t-test  indicated  that  the  citizens  in  Beach  County 
in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical 
significance  from  the  164  white  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  19&3  on 
civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB.  Table  9 presents  the 
data  used  in  the  comparison. 


TABLE  9 

Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Citizens, 
1971  and  Beach  County  White  Citizens,  19&3 


n 

X 

2 

s 

Ci ti zens  , 1971 

200 

164.79 

759.49 

White  Ci ti zens  , 1 963 

164 

160.20 

980.50 

The  citizen  sample  group  used  for  intra-  and  inter-county 
comparison  purposes  in  Beach  County  in  1971  was  significantly  more 
liberal  than  the  citizen  sample  group  used  by  Meredith  and  Nunn  for  intra 
and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  for  Beach  County  in  the  1963_64  stud 
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The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  1971 
Beach  County  citizen  group  sample  to  the  group  mean  of  the  total,  white 
and  non-white,  Beach  County  citizen  group  sample  that  was  measured  by  the 
FSCB  by  Meredith  in  1963-  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated 
that  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971  did  not  differ  significantly 
at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  from  the  total  Beach 
County  citizen  group  sample  of  1963  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured 
by  the  FSCB.  Table  10  presents  the  data  used  in  the  comparison. 

TABLE  10 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Citizens, 
1971  and  Beach  County  Citizens,  1963 


n 

X 

Ci ti zens , 

1971 

200 

168.79 

759. '*9 

Ci ti zens , 

1963 

200 

168.50 

865.00 

River  Coun 

ty  Ci ti zens  , 1971 

- River  County 

Citizens,  1963 

Two  t-tests  were  used  to  compare  River  County  citizens  of  1971 
to  River  County  citizens  of  1 963 . The  first  compared  the  group  mean  of 
the  1971  citizen  sample  group  to  the  group  mean  used  for  intra-  and 
inter-county  comparison  purposes  by  Meredith  and  Nunn.  The  citizen 
sample  mean  used  in  the  1963~6^t  studies  was  calculated  from  only  the 
Wh i,te  portion  of  the  citizen  sample.  This  first  t-test  indicated  that 
the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971  did  not  differ  significantly  at 
the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  from  the  185  white  citizens  in 
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River  County  in  1 963  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB. 
Table  11  presents  the  data  used  in  the  comparison. 

TABLE  11 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Citizens, 
1971,  and  River  County  White  Citizens,  1 963 


n 

X 

S2 

Citizens,  1971 

200 

170.79 

514.21 

White  C i t i zens  , 1 963 

185 

167.80 

635.80 

The  citizen  sample  group  used  for  intra-  and  inter-county 
comparison  purposes  in  River  County  in  1971  was  not  significantly 
different  from  the  citizen  sample  group  used  by  Meredith  and  Nunn  for 
intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  for  River  County  in  the 
1 963-64  studies. 

The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  1971 
River  County  citizen  group  sample  to  the  group  mean  of  the  total,  white 
and  non-white,  River  County  citizen  group  sample  that  was  measured  by 
the  FSCB  by  Meredith  in  1963.  The  statisti  cal  procedures  used  indicated 
that  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971  did  not  differ  significantly 
at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  from  the  total  River 
County  citizen  group  sample  of  1 96 3 on  civic  belief  scores  as 
measured  by  the  FSCB.  Table  12  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the 
comparison. 
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TABLE  12 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Citizens, 
1971,  and  River  County  Citizens,  1963 


n 

X 

s2 

C i t i zens  , 

1971 

200 

170.79 

514.21 

Ci t i zens , 

1963 

200 

170.00 

598.70 

Summary  of 

findings  concerning  citizens: 

Beach  County  citizens  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  in  the  1971 
study  than  Beach  County  citizens  were  in  I963.  Beach  County  citizens 
were  found  to  be  significantly  more  liberal  at  the  0.05  level  of 
statistical  significance  in  1971  than  the  citizen  group  used  by  Meredith 
and  Nunn  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  in  the  1963-64 
studies.  Their  group  included  only  the  white  portion  of  their  total 
citizen  sample. 

River  County  citizens  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  in  the  1971 
study  than  River  County  citizens  were  in  1963.  River  County  citizens 
were  found  to  be  more  liberal  in  1971  than  the  citizen  group  used  by 
Meredith  and  Nunn  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  in  the 
1963_64  studies.  Neither  difference,  however,  was  found  to  be  statis- 
tically significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 
Influential  Leaders 

In  Nunn's  study  in  1964  only  the  participating  influential 
leaders  who  were  ranked  as  being  within  the  top  15  most  influential  po- 
sitions in  each  county  were  included  in  the  influential  leader  groups  for 
intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes.  Fourteen  of  those  individuals 
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in  Beach  County  were  willing  to  participate  in  the  study  and  thus 
comprised  the  influential  leader  group  for  that  county.  All  15  of  the 
15  top  ranked  individuals  in  River  County  were  willing  to  participate  in 
the  study  and  thus  were  included  in  the  influential  leader  group  for  that 
county.  The  individuals  on  the  influential  lists  for  the  two  counties 
who  did  not  fall  within  the  top  15  rankings  in  their  respective  counties 
were  included  in  the  Nunn  study  in  the  lower  leader  groups  for  each 
county . 

In  the  present  study  all  individuals  included  on  the 
influential  leader  lists  by  Bartholomew  and  Lamberti  were  included  in 
the  sample  group  of  influential  leaders  for  intra-  and  inter-county 
comparison  purposes.  The  number  of  influential  leaders  who  were  willing 
to  participate  numbered  32  in  River  County  and  23  in  Beach  County. 

The  following  are  the  hypotheses  that  were  presented  in 
Chapter  I relating  to  comparisons  of  influential  leader  samples  in 
Beach  County  and  River  County  between  the  1971  findings  and  the  1963"64 
f i nd i ngs  : 

Hypothesis  11:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders 
in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach 
County  in  1963- 

Hypothesis  15"  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 
beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  influential  leaders 
in  River  County  in  1971  and  the  influential  leaders  in  River 
County  in  19&3. 


Beach  County  Influential  Leaders,  197  ]_ 

Beach  County  I nf  1 uen tial  Leaders  1 963 

To  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 
influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  influential  leaders  in 
Beach  County  in  the  1 963 studies,  two  t-tests  were  used.  The  first 
t-test  was  used  to  compare  the  group  mean  of  the  influential  leader  group 
that  was  used  in  the  1971  study  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison 
purposes  with  the  group  mean  of  the  influential  leader  group  that  was 
used  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  in  the  studies 
of  Meredith  and  Nunn.  Their  influential  leader  group  included  only  the 
individuals  who  ranked  within  the  top  15  positions  on  the  leadership 
hierarchy  and  were  willing  to  participate  in  the  study.  The  statistical 
procedures  used  indicated  that  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County 
in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  signif- 
icance on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  partici- 
pating influential  leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking  positions  in  Beach 
County  in  the  1963~64  studies.  Table  13  presents  the  data  used  in  making 
the  comparisons. 


TABLE  13 

Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Influential  Leaders, 
1971  and  Beach  County  Top  Ranking  Influential  Leaders,  1 363 


n 

X 

s2 

1 nf luenti al 

Leaders,  1971 

23 

161.83 

865.92 

Top  Ranking 

Influential  Leaders,  1963 

14 

131  .07 

952.83 
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The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  partici- 
pating influential  leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking  influential  leaders 
in  Beach  County  in  1971  with  the  participating  influential  leaders  from 
the  15  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1963.  The  statis- 
tical procedures  used  indicated  that  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders 
in  Beach  County  in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the  0,05  level  of 
statistical  significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB 
from  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  the  1 9^3“64 
studies.  Table  1 4 presents  the  data  used  in  making  the  comparisons. 


TABLE  14 

Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Top  Ranking  Influential 
Leaders,  1971  and  Beach  County  Top  Ranking  Influential  Leaders,  1963 


n 

X 

s^ 

Top 

Ranki ng 

1 nf 1 uential 

Leaders  , 

1971 

13 

163.33 

344.98 

Top 

Ranki ng 

1 nf 1 uent i a 1 

Leaders , 

1963 

14 

131.07 

952.83 

River  County  Influential  Leaders,  1 971  - 
River  County  Influential  Leaders  , ~1 9&3 

To  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 
influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  and  influential  leaders  in 
River  County  in  the  1963~64  studies,  the  procedures  used  were  the  same 
as  those  used  for  the  Beach  County  influential  leaders.  The  statistical 
procedures  used  indicated  that  the  influential  leaders  in  River  County 
in  1971  did  not  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical 
significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the 
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participating  influential  leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking  positions  in 
River  County  in  the  1 9 6 3 ~ 6 ^4  studies.  Table  15  presents  the  data  used 
in  making  the  comparison. 

TABLE  15 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Influential  Leaders, 
1971  and  River  County  Top  Ranking  Influential  Leaders,  1 963 


>■ 

n 

X 

S2 

% 

1 nf 1 uentia  1 

Leaders,  1971 

32 

169.09 

779.10 

Top  Ranking 

Influential  Leaders,  1963 

15 

163.60 

1270.97 

The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  partici- 
pating influential  leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking  influential  leaders 
in  River  County  in  1971  with  the  participating  influential  leaders  from 
the  15  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1 96 3 • The 
statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  top  ranking  influential 
leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  did  not  differ  significantly  at  the 
0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured 
by  the  FSCB  from  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  River  County 
in  the  1963~6^  studies.  Table  16  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the 
comparisons. 
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TABLE  16 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Top  Ranking  Influential 
Leaders,  1971  and  River  County  Top  Ranking  Influential  Leaders,  1 963 


n 

X 

s^ 

Top 

Ranki ng 

1 nf 1 uential 

Leaders , 

1971 

14 

164.21 

484.43 

Top 

Ranki ng 

1 nf 1 uent ia  1 

Leaders , 

1963 

15 

163.60 

1270.97 

Summary  of  findings  concerning  influential  leaders; 

Beach  County  influential  leaders  were  found  to  be  significantly 
more  liberal  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  in  1971 
than  were  the  participating  influential  leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking 
positions  in  the  leadership  hierarchy  in  Beach  County  in  1 963 . The  partici- 
pating influential  leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking  positions  in  the 
leadership  hierarchy  in  Beach  County  in  1971  were  found  to  be  signifi- 
cantly more  liberal  than  were  the  participating  influential  leaders 
from  the  15  top  ranking  positions  in  the  leadership  hierarchy  in  Beach 
County  in  1963. 

The  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found  to 
be  more  liberal  than  the  participating  influential  leaders  from  the  15  top 
ranking  positions  in  the  leadership  hierarchy  in  River  County  in  1 96 3 . 

This  difference  was  not  found  to  be  statistically  significant  at  the  0.05 
level  of  statistical  significance.  The  participating  influential  leaders 
from  the  15  top  ranking  positions  in  the  leadership  hierarchy  in  River 
County  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  participating  influ- 
ential leaders  from  the  15  top  ranking  positions  in  the  leadership 
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hierarchy  in  River  County  in  1963.  This  difference  was  not  found  to  be 
statistically  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 
Status  Leaders 

......  .» 

In  Nunn's  study  in  1964  in  Beach  County  and  River  County,  the 
status  leader  group  excluded  those  county  and  state  officials  who  were 
found  to  be  influential  leaders.  Consequently,  only  the  non-inf luential 
status  leaders  were  included  in  the  group  that  was  used  in  each  county 
for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes.  Ten  of  the  status 
leaders  in  Beach  County  who  were  not  included  on  the  influential  leader 
list  for  that  county  were  willing  to  participate  in  the  1964  study. 

Twelve  of  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  who  were  hot  included  A. 

¥ 

on  the  influential  leader  list  for  that  county  were  willing  to  participate 
in  the  1964  study. 

In  the  present  study  the  status  leader  group  that  was  used  for 
intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  included  the  designated  officials 
regardless  of  their  influence.  The  purpose  for  including  status  leaders 
who  were  influential  leaders  was  to  provide  total  representation  in  each 
county  of  the  status  leaders.  In  Beach  County  23  status  leaders  were 
willing  to  participate  in  the  study  and  were  included  in  the  status 
leader  group  that  was  used  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison 
purposes  in  the  1971  study.  Nine  of  these  individuals  were  found  to  also 
be  influential  leaders.  In  River  County  24  status  leaders  were  willing 
to  participate  in  the  study  and  were  included  in  the  status  leader  group 
that  was  used  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  in  1971. 

Ten  of  these  individuals  were  found  to  also  be  influential  leaders. 
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The  following  are  the  hypotheses  that  were  presented  in 
Chapter  I relating  to  comparisons  of  status  leader  samples  in  Beach 
County  and  River  County  between  the  1971  findings  and  the  1 964  findings: 
Hypothesis  13:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders 
in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County 
in  1964. 

Hypothesis  17:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  status  leaders  in 
River  County  in  1971  and  the  status  leaders  in  River  County 
in  1964. 

Beach  County  Status  Leaders,  1971  - 
Beach  County  Status  Leaders,  196~4~ 

To  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 
status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  status  leaders  in  Beach  County 
in  the  1963-64  studies,  two  t-tests  were  used.  The  first  t-test  was  used 
to  compare  the  group  mean  of  the  status  leader  group  that  was  used  in  the 
1971  study  for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  with  the  group 
mean  of  the  status  leader  group  that  was  used  for  intra-  and  inter- 
county comparison  purposes  in  the  study  by  Nunn.  In  his  study  only  the 
status  leaders  who  failed  to  be  rated  as  being  an  influential  leader  in 
Beach  County  were  included  in  the  status  leader  sample  group.  The 
statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  status  leaders  in  Beach 
County  in  1971  did  not  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical 
significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the 
participating  status  leaders  who  were  judged  to  be  non- i nf 1 uent ia 1 s in 
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Beach  County  in  1964.  Table  17  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the 
comparison. 

TABLE  17 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Status  Leaders,  1971 
and  Beach  County  Status  Leaders,  Non- Inf luentials , 1964 


2 

n 

X 

s 

Status 

Leaders,  1971 

23 

144.09 

781.64 

Status 

Leaders,  Non- Inf luentials , 1964 

10 

146.40 

429.82 

The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  partici- 
pating status  leaders  who  failed  to  be  included  on  the  influential 
leader  listing  in  Beach  County  in  1971  with  the  participating  status 
leaders  who  failed  to  be  included  on  the  influential  leader  listing 
in  Beach  County  in  1964:  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that 

the  non-inf luential  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  did  not  differ 
significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic 
belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  non- i nf 1 uentia 1 status 
leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1964.  Table  13  presents  the  data  used  in  making 
the  comparison. 

TABLE  18 

Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for 
Beach  County  Status  Leaders,  Non- I nf 1 uent ia 1 s , 1971  and 
Beach  County  Status  Leaders,  Non- I nf 1 uent i a 1 s , 1964 


n 

X 

s^ 

Status 

Leaders , 

Non- 1 nf 1 uent i a Is , 1971 

14 

144.43 

732.40 

Status 

Leaders , 

Non- 1 nf 1 uent i a 1 s , 1964 

10 

146.40 

429.82 
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River  County  Status  Leaders,  1971  ~ 

River  County  Status  Leaders,  1964 

To  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 

* 

status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  and  status  leaders  in  River  County 
in  Nunn's  1964  study,  the  same  procedures  were  used  as  were  used  for 
comparing  status  leaders  in  Beach  County.  The  statistical  procedures 
used  indicated  that  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  did  not 
differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on 
civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  participating 
status  leaders  who  were  judged  to  be  non-i nf 1 uent i al s in  River  County 
in  1964.  Table  19  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the  comparison. 

TABLE  19 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Status  Leaders,  1971 
and  River  County  Status  Leaders,  Non-  I nf 1 uent i al s , 1964 


n 

X 

S2 

Status 

Leaders,  1971 

24 

160.25 

858.94 

Status 

Leaders,  Non- 1 nf 1 uent i a 1 s , 1964 

12 

167.58 

1356.08 

The  second  t-test  was  used  to  compare  the  group  mean  of  the 
participating  status  leaders  who  failed  to  be  included  on  the  influential 
leader  listing  in  River  County  in  1971  with  the  participating  status 
leaders  who  failed  to  be  included  on  the  influential  leader  listing  in 
River  County  in  1964.  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that 
the  non- i nfl uent ia 1 status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  did  not  differ 
significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic 
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belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  non-inf luential  status 
leaders  in  River  County  in  1964.  Table  20  presents  the  data  used  in 
making  the  comparison. 

TABLE  20 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for 
River  County  Status  Leaders,  Non- I nf 1 uentia 1 s , 1971  and 
River  County  Status  Leaders,  Non- I nf 1 uent i al s , 1964 


n 

X 

s2 

Status 

Leaders,  Non- 1 nf 1 uent i a 1 s , 1971 

14 

150.57 

678.82 

Status 

Leaders,  Non- 1 nf 1 uent i a 1 s , 1964 

12 

167.58 

1356.08 

Summary 

of  findings  concerning  status 

leaders : 

Beach  County  status  leaders  were  found  to  be  more  conservative 
in  1971  than  were  the  participating  non-inf luential  status  leaders  in 
Beach  County  in  1964.  This  difference  was  not  found  to  be  significant 
at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance.  The  status  leaders  in 
Beach  County  in  1971  who  failed  to  be  listed  as  influential  leaders  in 
that  county  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more  conservative  than  the  status 
leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1964  who  were  found  to  be  non- i nf 1 uenti al s 
in  that  county  at  that  time.  This  difference  was  not  found  to  be  signifi- 
cant at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 

The  status  leaders  in  River  County  were  found  to  be  more 
conservative  in  1971  than  were  the  participating  non-inf luential  status 
leaders  in  River  County  in  1964.  This  difference  was  not  found  to  be 
significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance.  The  status 
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leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  who  failed  to  be  listed  as  influential 
leaders  in  that  county  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more  conservative 
than  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1964  who  were  found  to  be 
non-influentials  in  that  county  at  that  time.  This  difference  was 
not  found  to  be  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 
Educational  Personnel 

In  1964  Nunn  conducted  a study  in  Beach  and  River  counties.  As 
part  of  i t he  measured  the  civic  beliefs  of  a sample  of  teachers  and  a 
sample  of  principals  in  each  of  the  two  selected  counties.  These  samples 
constituted  two  different  study  groups  which  were  used  for  intra-  and 
inter-county  comparison  purposes  in  each  county.  One  hundred  teachers 
were  included  in  each  of  the  teacher  sample  groups.  The  principal 
groups  numbered  nine  in  Beach  County  and  19  in  River  County. 

In  the  present  study  educational  personnel  were  defined  as 
being  all  certificated,  instructional  personnel  within  each  of  the 
counties.  A sample  of  30  individuals  was  drawn  in  each  of  the  two  counties. 
This  sample  comprised  the  educational  personnel  group  which  was  used 
for  intra-  and  inter-county  comparison  purposes  in  the  1971  study  in 
each  county.  The  following  hypotheses  were  presented  in  Chapter  I and 
were  related  to  comparisons  of  educational  personnel  samples  in  Beach 
County  and  River  County  between  the  1971  findings  and  the  1964  findings. 

Hypothesis  14:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  educational 
personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  the  educational  personnel 
in  Beach  County  In  1964. 
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Hypothesis  18:  There  was  no  significant  difference  in  civic 

beliefs  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  between  the  educational 

personnel  in  River  County  in  1971  and  the  educational  personnel 

in  River  County  in  1964. 

Beach  County  Educational  Personnel,  1971  ~ 

Beach  County  Educational  Personnel,  1964 

To  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 

educational  personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  educational  personnel 

in  Beach  County  in  1964,  three  t-tests  were  used.  The  first  t-test 

was  used  to  compare  the  group  mean  of  the  educational  personnel  group 

in  Beach  County  in  1971  with  the  group  mean  of  the  teacher  group  in 

Beach  County  in  1964.  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that 

the  educational  personnel  group  in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the 

0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as 

measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  teacher  sample  in  Beach  County  in  1964. 

Table  21  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the  comparison. 

TABLE  21 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Educational  Personnel, 
1971  and  Beach  County  Teachers,  1964 


n 

X 

s2 

Educational  Personnel,  1971 

30 

184.55 

605.01 

Teachers,  1964 

100 

170.40 

1128.63 

The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  educational 
personnel  group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  with  the  group  mean  of  the  Beach 
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County  principals  in  1964.  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated 
that  the  educational  personnel  group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  did  not 
differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on 
civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  Beach  County 
principals  in  1964.  Table  22  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the 
compar i son . 

TABLE  22 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Educational  Personnel, 
1971  and  Beach  County  Principals,  1964 


n 

X 

s2 

Educati ona 1 

Personnel , 1971 

30 

184.53 

605.01 

Pri nci pals , 

1964 

9 

178.67 

782.50 

The  third  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  educational 
personnel  group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  with  the  group  mean  of  the 
Beach  County  teachers  and  the  Beach  County  principals  in  1964  combined. 

The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  educational  personnel 
group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05 
level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured 
by  the  FSCB  from  the  Beach  County  teacher  group  and  the  Beach  County 
principal  group  combined.  Table  23  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the 
compar i son . 
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TABLE  23 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  Beach  County  Educational 
1971  and  Beach  County  Educational  Personnel,  1964 

Personne 1 , 

n 

X 

Educational  Personnel,  1971 

30 

184.53 

605.01 

Educational  Personnel,  1964 

109 

171 .08 

1106.2 

River  County  Educational  Personnel, 

1971  * 

River  County  Educational  Personnel 

, 1964 

To  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 


educational  personnel  in  River  County  in  1971  and  educational  personnel 
in  River  County  in  1 96 A , three  t-tests  were  used.  The  first  t-test  was 
used  to  compare  the  group  mean  of  the  educational  personnel  group  in 
River  County  in  1971  with  the  group  mean  of  the  teacher  group  in  River 
County  in  1964.  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the 
educational  personnel  group  in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05 
level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the 
FSCB  from  the  teacher  sample  in  River  County  in  1964.  Table  24  presents 
the  data  used  in  making  the  comparison. 

TABLE  24 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Educational  Personnel, 
1971  and  River  County  Teachers,  1964 


n 

X 

S2 

Educational  Personnel,  1971 

30 

195.53 

847.55 

Teachers,  1964 

100 

183.29 

790.51 
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The  second  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  educational 
personnel  group  in  River  County  in  1971  with  the  group  mean  of  the  River 
County  principals  in  1964.  The  statistical  procedures  used  indicated 
that  the  educational  personnel  group  in  River  County  in  1971  did  not 
differ  significantly  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance  on 
civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  from  the  River  County 
principals  in  1964.  Table  25  presents  the  data  used  in  making  the 
comparison. 

TABLE  25 


Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Educational  Personnel, 
1971  and  River  County  Principals,  1964 


n 

X 

s2 

Educational 

Personnel , 1971 

30 

195.53 

847.55 

Principals, 

1964 

19 

181.53 

688.15 

The  third  t-test  used  compared  the  group  mean  of  the  educational 
personnel  group  in  River  County  in  1971  with  the  group  mean  of  the  River 
County  teachers  and  the  River  County  principals  in  1964  combined.  The 
statistical  procedures  used  indicated  that  the  educational  personnel 
group  in  River  County  in  1971  did  differ  significantly  at  the  0.05 
level  of  statistical  significance  on  civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by 
the  FSCB  from  the  River  County  teacher  group  and  the  River  County 
principal  group  combined.  Table  26  presents  the  data  used  in  making 


the  comparison. 
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TABLE  26 

Group  Size,  Mean,  and  Variance  for  River  County  Educational  Personnel, 
1971  and  River  County  Educational  Personnel,  1964 


n 

X 

S2 

Educational 

Personnel  , 

1971 

30 

195.53 

847.55 

Educat i ona 1 

Personnel  , 

1964 

119 

183.01 

774.94 

Summary  of  findings  concerning  educational  personnel: 

Beach  County  educational  personnel  were  found  to  be  signifi- 
cantly more  liberal  in  1971  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance 
than  were  the  Beach  County  teachers  in  1964.  Beach  County  educational 
personnel  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  in  1971  than  were  the  Beach 
County  principals  in  1964.  This  difference  was  not  found  to  be  significant 
at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance.  Beach  County  educational 
personnel  were  found  in  1971  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  combined  group 
of  teachers  and  principals  in  Beach  County  in  1964.  This  difference 
was  found  to  be  statistically  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  significance, 
The  educational  personnel  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  significantly  more  liberal  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical 
significance  than  were  the  River  County  teachers  in  1964.  River  County 
educational  personnel  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  River  County 
principals  in  1964.  This  difference  was  not  found  to  be  significant  at 
the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance.  River  County  educational 
personnel  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  combined  group  of 
teachers  and  principals  in  River  County  in  1964.  This  difference  was 
found  to  be  statistically  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  significance. 
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Chapter  Summary 


The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  administered  to  four 
sample  groups  in  each  of  two  selected  Florida  counties  in  1971.  The 

sample  groups  in  each  of  the  two  counties  were  as  follows:  influential 

leaders,  citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel.  The  group 
sizes  and  group  means  were  presented  in  Chapter  II. 

The  means  of  the  eight  groups  involved  in  the  study  were 
compared  with  the  means  of  the  similar  groups  from  the  1963-64  studies 
of  Meredith  and  Nunn.  Procedures  for  t-tests  were  used  to  compare  the 
1971  findings  to  the  1 9 6 3 - 6 ^4  findings  to  determine  if  the  changes  in 

belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB  were  statistically  significant 

at  the  0.05  level  of  significance.  Table  27  presents  the  findings  from 
the  Beach  County  comparisons. 

It  was  found  that  Beach  County  citizens  were  more  liberal 
in  1971  than  were  Beach  County  citizens  or  the  Beach  County  white  citizens 
in  1963.  Neither  difference  was  found  to  be  significant  at  the  0.05  level 
of  statistical  significance. 

It  was  further  found  that  both  the  influential  leaders  in 
Beach  County  in  1971  and  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  Beach 
County  in  1971  were  more  liberal  than  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders 
in  Beach  County  in  1963.  Both  differences  were  found  to  be  significant 
at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 

It  was  further  found  that  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in 
1971  and  the  non- i nf 1 uent ial  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  were 
more  conservative  than  the  non-inf luential  status  leaders  in  Beach  County 


Findings  From  Comparisons  of  Beach  County  Data,  1971,  with  1 963-6^ 
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Note:  "No"  indicates  that  no  significant  difference  was  found  between  the  groups  involved. 

"Yes"  indicates  that  a significant  difference  was  found  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical 
signi f icance. 
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in  196*1.  Neither  difference  was  found  to  be  significant  at  the  0.05  level 
of  statistical  significance. 

It  was  further  found  that  the  educational  personnel  in  Beach 
County  in  1971  were  more  liberal  than  the  teachers  in  Beach  County 
in  1964,  the  principals  in  Beach  County  in  1964,  and  the  educational 
personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1964.  Of  the  three  differences,  only  the 
one  between  the  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  the 
principals  in  Beach  County  in  1964  was  found  to  be  statistically  non- 
signi f icant. 

Table  28  presents  the  findings  from  the  River  County  comparisons. 
It  was  found  that  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971  were  more  liberal 
than  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  19&3  and  the  white  citizens  in 
River  County  in  1 963 . Neither  difference  was  found  to  be  significant 
at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 

It  was  further  found  that  the  influential  leaders  in  River 
County  in  1971  and  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  River  County. in 
1971  were  more  liberal  than  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in 
River  County  in  1 963 . Neither  difference  was  found  to  be  significant  at 
the  0.05  level  of  statistical  significance. 

It  was  further  found  that  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in 
1971  and  the  non-inf luential  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were 
more  conservative  than  the  non- i nf 1 uenti a 1 status  leaders  in  River  County 
in  1964.  Neither  difference  was  found  to  be  significant  at  the  0.05 
level  of  statistical  significance. 

It  was  further  found  that  the  educational  personnel  in  River 
County  in  1971  were  more  liberal  than  the  teachers  in  River  County  in 


Findings  From  Comparisons  of  River  County  Data,  1971,  With  1963“6*t 
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Note:  "No"  indicates  that  no  significant  difference  was  found  between  the  groups  involved. 

"Yes"  indicates  that  a significant  difference  was  found  at  the  0.05  level  of  statistical 
s i gnif I cance . 
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1964,  the  principals  in  River  County  in  1964,  and  the  educational 
personnel  in  River  County  in  1964.  Of  the  three  differences  only  the 
one  between  the  educational  personnel  in  River  County  in  1971  and  the 
principals  in  River  County  in  1964  was  found  to  be  non-significant. 


CHAPTER  IV 


DISCUSSION  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  DATA 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  provide  a discussion  and 
analysis  of  the  data  that  were  gathered  in  the  two  selected  Florida 
counties  involved  in  this  study.  The  relationships  which  were  outlined 
and  analyzed  through  the  basic  hypotheses  are  viewed  in  greater  depth. 

These  relationships  involved  comparisons  of  1971  data  within  and  between 
Beach  County  and  River  County  and  involved  comparisons  between  1971 
data  and  1963-64  data.  The  discussion  is  aided  wherever  possible  by 
the  use  of  comparative  tables. 

1 ntroduct i on 

The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  administered  to  four 
sample  groups  in  each  of  two  selected  Florida  counties  in  1971-  The 
groups  sampled  were:  citizens,  influential  leaders,  status  leaders, 
and  educational  personnel.  The  group  sizes  and  group  means  were  presented 
in  Tables  1 and  2,  respectively,  in  Chapter  II.  Group  means  were 
calculated  from  individual  scores  on  the  FSCB.  The  scores  and  means 
were  used  as  indicators  of  liberalism-conservatism  in  civic  beliefs. 

The  1963-64  data  were  gathered  by  Meredith  and  Nunn  and  were 
used  for  comparison  purposes  in  this  study  with  the  1971  data.  The  1 96-3—64 
data  are  also  represented  by  means  of  individual  scores  on  the  FSCB.  The 
group  sizes  and  group  means  were  presented  in  Table  8 in  Chapter  III. 
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Pi  scuss i on 

In  each  county  in  1971  the  order  of  grouping,  from  the  most 
liberal  to  the  most  conservative,  was  as  follows:  (l)  educational 
personnel,  (2)  citizens,  (3)  influential  leaders,  and  (4)  status  leaders. 
This  order  was  a change  from  that  found  in  the  1963-64  studies  by 
Meredith  and  Nunn.  Their  studies  indicated  that  the  1 i bera 1 -conservat i ve 
order  in  both  counties  was  as  follows:  (l)  educational  personnel, 

(2)  citizens,  (3)  status  leaders,  and  (4)  influential  leaders.  Conse- 
quently, the  influential  leaders  and  the  status  leaders  have  changed 
places  on  the  continuum  during  the  past  seven  years.  The  status  leaders 
were  the  most  conservative  group  sampled  in  each  county  in  1971*  The 
influential  leaders  were  the  most  conservative  group  sampled  in  each 
county  in  the  1963-64  studies.  Each  study  group  sampled  in  the  1971 
study  in  each  county  was  found  to  be  more  liberal  in  civic  belief  scores 
than  they  had  been  in  the  1963-64  studies  with  the  exception  of  the  two 
status  leader  groups.  The  two  status  leader  groups  were  found  to  be 
more  conservative  in  the  1971  study  than  in  Nunn's  study  in  1964. 

The  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1963 
were  found  to  be  significantly  more  conservative  in  civic  beliefs  than  the 
top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1963-  In  addition, 
the  education  personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1964  were  found  to  be 
significantly  more  conservative  than  the  educational  personnel  in  River 
County  in  1964.  Although  the  Beach  County  top  ranking  influential  leaders 
and  the  Beach  County  educational  personnel  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more 
conservative  than  their  1971  counterparts  in  River  County,  neither  of 
those  differences  were  found  to  be  significant. 
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In  Beach  County  the  relative  change  in  position  of  the  influ- 
ential leaders  and  the  status  leaders  as  found  in  the  1971  study  was 
due  more  to  the  change  in  civic  belief  scores  of  the  1971  influential 
leaders  in  that  county  than  in  the  similar  change  in  civic  belief  scores 
of  the  status  leaders.  The  status  leaders  had  become  slightly  more 
conservative  in  1971  than  they  were  in  196*1,  but  the  influential  leaders 
in  Beach  County  had  become  more  liberal  by  an  average  of  over  30  points 
per  person  participating.  This  change  in  average  scores  was  the  most 
dramatic  one  found  in  the  present  study.  The  raw  data  from  the  1963-64 
studies  were  not  available  for  use  in  the  present  study.  Consequently, 
it  was  impossible  to  check  for  individual  changes  in  beliefs.  It  was 
also  impossible  to  compare  the  scores  of  the  new  influential  leaders 
with  those  who  were  no  longer  considered  influential. 

The  reasons  behind  the  relatively  low  average  in  1963-64  can 
only  be  given  in  the  form  of  pure  conjecture.  A visit  to  Beach  County 
at  the  time  of  the  earlier  studies  by  (the  late)  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr 
and  the  accompanying  community  upheaval  concerning  racial  unrest  at 
that  time  were  possible  reasons  for  the  conservative  stature  of  an 
all-white  influential  leadership  group  in  Beach  County  in  the  1963-64 
studies.  The  past  eight  years  have  been  relatively  calm  in  the  area  of 
racial  unrest  in  Beach  County.  Tensions  have  eased.  The  hard  line 
of  conservative  thought  of  the  influential  leaders  in  1963  has  apparently 
changed  to  a more  liberal  position  during  the  eight  years  that  have 
passed . 

Comparisons  of  the  findings  of  the  1963  and  the  1971  studies 
would  indicate  that  a relatively  non-competitive,  monopolistic  informal 
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leadership  structure  can  vary  widely  over  time  in  the  average  of  its 
basic  civic  belief  scores.  The  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in 
Beach  County  averaged  over  32  points  higher  in  civic  belief  scores  on  the  * 
FSCB  in  1971  than  in  1963.  Yet  Bartholomew  found  that  the  leadership 
structure  was  relatively  closed  as  Acker  had  found  in  1963-  One  cannot 
conclude  that  a relatively  closed  leadership  structure  will  average 
the  same  on  a belief  scale  over  a period  of  eight  years.  Changes  in 
beliefs  by  the  influential  leadership  group  can  be  relatively  large 
while  changes  in  group  membership  are  relatively  few.  On  the  basis 
of  this  change  in  Beach  County,  one  could  conclude  that  a programatic 
effort  designed  to  alter  the  beliefs  of  the  top  influentials  in  a 
desired  direction  could  succeed.  Changes  can  and  do  take  place. 

It  should  be  further  noted  that  the  relatively  large  change  in 
average  civic  belief  scores  of  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County 
between  the  1963  study  and  the  1971  study  took  place  with  complete 
independence  from  changes  in  beliefs  of  the  general  populace  in  that  same 
county.  The  citizen  group's  average  civic  belief  score  remained  almost 
constant  while  the  average  of  the  influential  leaders  was  varying 
widely.  The  citizen  average  in  Beach  County  moved  in  a liberal 
direction  by  less  than  one  average  point  while  the  average  top  ranking 
influential  leader  moved  in  a liberal  direction  by  over  32  points. 

In  River  County  the  reasons  for  the  changes  in  relative  position 
between  influential  leaders  and  status  leaders  in  1971  as  compared 
to  1963-64  were  twofold.  The  first  was  the  slight  change  in  a conserva- 
tive direction  in  civic  belief  scores  by  the  status  leaders.  The  second 
was  the  change  in  a liberal  direction  in  civic  belief  scores  by  the 
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River  County  influential  leaders  in  1971.  Both  changes  were  relatively 
small  but  the  combination  of  the  two  caused  the  change  in  position  on 
the  liberal-conservative  continuum  in  the  present  study. 

Based  on  the  findings  in  1971  and  those  from  the  1933-3^  studies, 
the  change  in  civic  belief  scores  for  top  influentials  in  River  County 
was  very  slight.  It  was  found  to  be  less  than  one  average  point.  This 
result  from  this  one  study  could  lead  to  the  suggestion  that  an  open, 
competitive  informal  leadership  structure,  as  found  by  Lamberti  in  1971 
and  Wellman  in  1933,  tends  to  vary  little  in  its  basic  civic  belief 
structure  over  time.  It  could  be  that  the  increasing  percentage  of 
senior  citizens  in  the  state's  population  is  a limitation  to  a movement 
in  a liberal  direction. 

The  belief  scores  of  the  influential  leaders  in  River  County 
in  1971  were  very  similar  to  the  belief  scores  of  the  citizens  in  that 
county  in  1971.  The  same  type  of  relationship  was  found  in  River 
County  in  1 963 . These  findings  could  indicate  that  the  civic  beliefs  of 
the  influential  leaders  in  a competitive  type  informal  leadership 
structure  do  not  tend  to  be  independent  of  the  basic  beliefs  of  the 
general  populace  for  that  county.  In  fact  the  findings  may  indicate  that 
the  competitive  leadership  structure  is  only  a microcosm  of  the  larger 
open,  competitive  population. 

The  citizens  in  River  County  were  found  to  be  only  slightly 
more  liberal  in  1971  than  they  were  in  1963.  The  citizens  in  Beach 
County  were  also  found  to  be  slightly  more  liberal  in  1971  than  they 
had  been  in  1 963 . Both  moves  toward  1 i bera 1 i sm  were  very  small,  however. 
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and  both  were  found  to  be  statistically  non-significant  at  the  pre- 
scribed levels  of  significance.  Each  of  the  two  averages  differed 
by  1 ess  than  one  average  point  per  person  between  the  1971  study  and  the 
1963  study.  The  amounts  of  change  in  the  two  citizen  groups  were  among 
the  smallest  net  changes  found  in  the  entire  study.  The  15  top  ranking 
Influential  leaders  in  River  County  represented  the  only  other  group 
in  the  study  that  changed  by  less  than  one  average  point  per  person 
between  the  1971  and  the  1963-61}  studies. 

These  findings  indicate  the  stability  of  the  civic  beliefs  of 
the  citizens  in  each  of  the  two  selected  counties  over  a period  of  eight 
years  and  lead  one  to  the  supposition  that  the  stability  of  civic 
beliefs  of  citizens  over  a longer  period  of  time  would  be  a definite 
possibility.  The  River  County  population  increased  from  70,000  in  i960 
to  about  100,000  in  1970.  The  percentage  of  persons  65  years  or  older 
increased  from  22  per  cent  to  approximately  30  per  cent.  The  Beach 
County  population  increased  from  30,000  in  1 96O  to  31,000  in  1970.  The 
percentage  of  persons  65  years  or  older  increased  from  11  per  cent  to 
approximately  14  per  cent.  These  changes  in  the  population  character- 
istics in  each  county  have  not  seemingly  brought  about  changes  in  basic 
civic  belief  scores  as  measured  by  the  FSCB.  It  is  possible  that 
a conservative,  low-support  county  or  community  would  maintain  its 
educational  stance  despite  the  efforts  of  change  agents,  at  least  over 
a short  period  of  time.  Johns  and  Kimbrough  provided  a similar  conclusion. 
They  indicated  that  it  is  conceivable  that  a district  selects  for  itself 
a high,  low,  or  median  financial  effort  norm  which  represents  its 
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educational  level.  Once  established,  this  norm  is  difficult  to  change. ^9 
Districts  tend  to  maintain  their  effort  patterns.  Consequently, 
a prospective  school  administrator  could  get  a good  preview  of  what  he 
could  expect  within  a county  by  studying  the  district's  past  record 
in  the  area  of  school  suppor t--both  monetary  and  verbal.  In  River 
County  and  Beach  County  the  citizens  seemed  to  change  very  little  in 
their  civic  beliefs  over  the  eight  years. 

The  most  liberal  sample  group  in  each  county  in  1971  was  the 
educational  personnel  group.  The  same  was  true  in  the  1 963 - 64  studies 
by  Meredith  and  Nunn.  These  findings  are  similar  to  those  of  Diffie, 
Holden,  Moore,  and  Walsh.  They  conducted  studies  of  civic  beliefs  in  six 
counties  in  each  of  the  states  of  Florida,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  and  Illinois. 
In  23  or  the  2b  counties  involved  in  the  studies  the  median  score  of 
the  teacher  group  was  found  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  median  score  of 
the  registered  voter  sample. 

The  educational  personnel  group  in  each  of  the  two  counties 
in  1971  was  found  to  be  significantly  more  liberal  at  the  prescribed 
statistical  levels  than  each  of  the  other  groups  within  the  same  county. 

The  River  County  educational  personnel  group  in  1971  averaged  slightly 
more  than  2b  points  per  person  more  than  any  other  group  involved  in  the 
study  from  River  County  in  1971*  The  Beach  County  educational  personnel 
group  in  1971  averaged  slightly  more  than  15  average  points  per  person 
more  than  any  other  group  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  educational  personnel  group  in  River  County  was  found  to 
be  the  most  liberal  group  involved  in  the  entire  1971  study.  Their 


bS  Johns  and  Kimbrough,  pp.  I87-I88. 
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average  of  195-53  fell  in  the  moderately  liberal  area  of  the  graphic 
presentation  of  the  FSCB  results  as  depicted  by  Figure  1.  That 
average  was,  however,  nearer  to  the  liberal  area  than  the  moderate', 
middle-of-the-road  position.  The  educational  personnel  group  in  River 
County  wa s found  to  be  significantly  more  liberal  than  every  other 
group  in  either  county  in  1971  with  the  one  exception  of  the  educational 
personnel  group  in  Beach  County. 

The  Beach  County  educational  personnel  group  was  the  second 
most  liberal  group  in  the  entire  1971  study.  It  trailed  only  the  edu- 
cational personnel  group  in  River  County.  The  educational  personnel 
group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  was  significantly  more  liberal  than  every 
other  group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  plus  it  was  significantly  more 
liberal  than  the  status  leader  group  in  River  County  in  1971. 
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An  attempt  to  describe  the  underlying  reasons  for  persons  in 
education  being  much  more  liberal  than  persons  from  other  study  groups 
would  be  pure  conjecture.  Perhaps  trends  in  increased  federal  activities 
in  financing  public  education,  increased  activities  in  professional 
negotiations,  and/or  increased  emphasis  on  professions  in  public  school 
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education  among  career-beginning  individuals  have  caused  the  resulting 
increase  in  liberal  civic  beliefs.  Perhaps  public  school  education  is 
now  attracting  people  who  are  more  concerned  about  others  and  society 
arid  who  have  more  liberal  leanings  than  those  who  have  been  attracted  In 
the  past.  Perhaps  persons  in  education  feel  that  they  are  expected  to 
be  more  concerned  and  more  liberal  and  thus  espouse  those  expected 
beliefs  when  given  the  opportunity  as  on  the  FSCB.  Whatever  the  reason 
the  findings  in  the  present  study  substantiate  McClosky's  conclusion 
that  more  educated  individuals  tend  to  possess  more  liberal  socioeconomic 
va 1 ues . 

It  is  evident  that  school  boards, which  are  representative  of  the 
ci tizenry, have  tended  to  hire  educators  who  profess  basic  civic  beliefs 
that  are  much  more  liberal  than  the  civic  beliefs  of  the  board  or  of  the 
citizenry  that  the  board  represents.  The  range  between  citizen  averages 
on  measures  of  civic  beliefs  and  the  average  of  the  educational  personnel 
in  each  of  the  two  counties  has  widened  since  1984  as  compared  to  the 
1971  findings.  Citizens  and  school  boards  in  the  two  counties  under 
study  entrust  their  children  to  the  instructional  efforts  of  a group  of 
individuals  that  are  much  more  liberal  than  the  citizens  and  boards 
themselves . 

Within  each  county  in  1971  the  influential  leaders,  those 
persons  who  tended  to  exert  a strong  influence  on  the  decision-making  pro- 
cess within  the  county,  were  found  to  be  more  conservative  than  the 
citizens  within  the  same  county.  This  was  also  found  to  be  true  in  the 
1963-64  studies  of  Meredith  and  Nunn.  Diffie,  Holden,  Moore,  and  Walsh 
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found  that  18  of  the  lb  counties  studied  in  Florida,  Georgia,  Kentucky, 
and  Illinois  had  influential  leaders  whose  median  score  was  equal  to 
or  more  conservative  than  that  of  the  citizens  in  the  same  county.  All 
of  these  findings  would  indicate  that  those  persons  playing  the  instru- 
mental roles  in  determining  the  course  of  action  and  direction  of 
progress  in  each  county  tend  to  profess  more  conservative  civic  beliefs 
than  does  the  general  populace.  Perhaps  these  persons  have  more 
prestige,  power,  wealth,  or  position  to  lose  than  do  the  rank  and  file 
members  of  society.  It  could  be  felt  that  a more  conservative  approach 
to  life  is  a protective  device. 

As  indicated  above,  the  status  leader  group  was  the  most 
conservative  group  in  each  county  in  1971.  As  also  indicated  those  two 
groups  were  the  only  groups  in  the  1971  study  that  moved  in  a conservative 
direction  in  average  FSCB  scores  between  \06b  and  1971.  The  changes  from 
1964  to  1971  were  found  to  be  statistically  non-significant  but  the 
trend  did  exist.  The  Beach  County  group  was  found  to  be  the  most  con- 
servative sample  group  involved  in  the  entire  study  in  1971.  The  findings 
would  indicate  that  voters  within  a county  base  their  voiced  decisions 
on  a certain  civic  belief  base  but  tend  to  elect  representatives  whose 
average  civic  belief  scores  tend  to  be  more  conservative  than  those  of 
the  general  populace.  This  could  indicate  that  persons  espouse  one 
civic  belief  structure  yet  expect  their  formal  leaders  to  both  espouse  and 
operate  by  a more  conservative  structure  of  civic  beliefs.  This  could 
indicate  that  people  desire  more  conservative  leadership  than  they  are 
willing  to  openly  admit.  A further  possible  indication  could  be  that  the 
elected  officials  tend  to  reflect  the  beliefs  of  their  wealthier  financial 
backers  rather  than  those  of  the  general  electorate. 
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In  an  attempt  to  analyze  the  status  leader  groups  within 
each  county  in  1971,  further  breakdowns  were  made.  The  averages  for 
two  county-wide  policy-formation  boards  and  the  average  for  the 
legislative  delegation  within  each  of  the  two  counties  were  ascertained 
for  comparison  purposes.  The  results  are  presented  in  Table  29. 


TABLE  29 

Calculated  Means  of  Principal  Policy-Formation 
Groups  Within  Two  Selected  Florida  Counties  in  1971 


Beach  County 
n Mean 

River  County 
n Mean 

Policy-Formation  Board 

Board  of  Public  Instruction 

5 

135.8 

4 

127.0 

County  Commission 

4 

144.5 

5 

158.4 

Legislative  Delegation 

2 

137-5 

3 

181.0 

The  results  indicated  that  the  most  conservative  policy-formation 
body  included  in  the  status  leader  group  in  each  of  the  two  counties  under 
study  in  1971  was  the  Board  of  Public  Instruction  for  each  county.  The 
Board  of  Public  Instruction  for  River  County  had  the  most  conservative 
average  of  any  policy-formation  body  in  either  of  the  two  counties.  The 
legislative  delegation  from  River  County  in  1971  had  the  most  liberal 
average  of  al 1 tpol icy-formation  groups  in  either  of  the  two  counties. 

The  three  major  policy-formation  bodies  in  Beach  County  in  1971 
differed  very  little  from  each  other  in  average  scores  on  the  FSCB. 

The  range  of  scores  was  only  8.7  average  points  per  person  for  the  three 
groups.  The  River  County  policy-formation  groups  analyzed  in  1971 
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differed  to  a much  larger  extent.  The  range  of  averages  in  that 
county  for  the  three  major  policy-formation  bodies  was  5^  average  points. 

Once  again,  an  attempt  to'analyze  these  differences  to 
arrive  at  a concrete  reason  for  the  vast  variability  would  be  pure 
conjecture.  One  theory  might  be  that  the  individuals  elected  for 
membership  on  such  policy-formation  bodies  in  a relatively  closed,  mono- 
polistic society  as  found  in  Beach  County  tend  to  be  similar  in  civic 
beliefs.  These  persons  might  be  considered  as  being  chosen  for  their 
conservative  beliefs  as  "fronts"  for  the  more  powerful  informal  leadership 
structure  that  backs  them.  In  a more  open,  relatively  competitive 
situation  such  as  found  in  River  County,  a diverse  group  of  individuals 
varying  widely  in  beliefs  can  gain  favor  with  the  different  competitive 
groups  and  can  be  elected  to  positions  of  responsibility.  The  River 
County  findings  seemed  to  fit  the  latter  pattern. 

The  reasons  underlying  the  great  variability  between  the  average 
scores  of  the  three  groups  analyzed  from  within  status  leaders  in  River 
County  can  only  be  suggested  as  tentative  theories.  The  Board  of 
Public  Instruction  in  River  County  bordered  on  being  classed  as  very 
conservative  according  to  Figure  1.  Those  persons  elected  to  that  policy- 
formation  body  could  possibly  reflect  the  most  current  county-wide  views 
on  public  education.  A conservative  view  could  be  due  in  part  to  (l)  an 
increasingly  large  percentage  of  retirement  age  voters  in  the  county 
population,  and  (2)  recent  "outside"  pressure  placed  on  the  county 
public  school  system  concerning  the  racial  integration  of  the  public 


schools . 
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It  is  ironic  that  the  most  conservative  policy-formation  board 
in  either  of  the  two  counties  under  study  in  1971,  the  River  County 
Board  of  Public  Instruction,  had  as  "i ts  employees  the  most  liberal  group 
found  in  either  county  in  the  present  study,  the  River  County  educational 
personnel  group.  Of  course,  the  present  board  did  not  employ  the  vast 
majority  of  these  employees.  It  is  certain,  however,  that  the  present 
employers  do  not  reflect  the  civic  beliefs  of  their  average  employee. 

The  reason  underlying  the  comparatively  large  average  in 
civic  belief  scores  of  the  legislative  delegation  in  River  County  in 
1971  can  only  be  stated  as  supposition.  The  area  that  the  legislators 
represented  covered  more  than  just  River  County.  It  is  possible  that  the 
combination  of  a more  liberal  population  outside  of  River  County  plus 
the  lack  of  a choice  of  more  conservative  candidates  produced  a legisla- 
tive delegation  with  moderate  civic  beliefs.  It  is  also  possible 
that  these  individuals  are  more  ambitious  and  see  things  on  a larger 
and  grander  scale  than  do  the  other  elected  policy-makers. 

Prof i le 

An  attempt  was  made  to  provide  a liberal  and  a conservative 
profile  for  individuals  in  each  county.  Samples  of  the  belief  forms  found 
to  be  representative  of  the  more  liberal  persons  ( 1 85  points  or  more)  and 
of  the  more  conservative  persons  ( 1 50  points  or  less)  in  each  county  were 
analyzed  on  an  item-by-item  basis.  The  purpose  of  the  analysis  was  to 
find  those  items  which  drew  liberal  responses  from  at  least  70  per  cent 
of  the  more  liberal  persons  sampled  or  which  drew  conservative  responses 
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from  at  least  70  per  cent  of  the  more  conservative  persons  sampled.  The 
findings  are  presented  below. 

The  majority  of  the  more  Jiberal  persons  in  Beach  County  tended 

to  respond  in  a liberal  manner  in  the  following  liberal  items: 

History  shows  that  economic  and  social  planning  by 
governments  does  not  necessarily  lead  to  dictatorship. 

Our  government  can  and  should  do  more  to  promote  the 
general  welfare. 

Government  in  the  United  States  is  not  the  enemy  of  . 
bus i ness . 

Unless  we  change  social  conditions,  many  children  of 
minority  groups  will  be  unable  to  realize  their  full 
potential  . 

Government  has  a responsibility  for  protecting  not  only 
property  rights  but  human  rights  as  well. 

They  also  responded  in  a liberal  manner  (by  disagreeing  or  strongly 

di sagreei ng) to  the  following  conservative  items: 

What  a state  does  with  its  schools  should  be  its 
business,  not  the  Supreme  Court's. 

Money  taken  in  by  taxes  is  lost  to  the  economy,  since 
government  is  nonproductive. 

Charitable  services  for  those  in  need  should  be  left 
to  voluntary  groups. 

If  everyone  would  "take  care  of  number  one"  there 
would  be  little  need  for  such  things  as  social  security, 
health  services,  and  other  social  welfare  measures. 

The  majority  of  the  more  conservative  persons  in  Beach  County 

tended  to  respond  in  a conservative  manner  to  the  following  conservative 

i terns : 

What  a state  does  with  its  schools  should  be  its 
business,  not  the  Supreme  Court's. 

The  most  serious  political  issue  of  our  day  is  the 
encroachment  of  the  federal  government  upon  states' 
r i ghts . 
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Local  government  Is  grass-roots  democracy  at  work 
and  represents  the  voice  of  the  people  better  than 
centralized  government. 

When  individual  producers.-and  consumers  are  left  to 
follow  their  own  self-interest,  natural  economic 
laws  operate  to  produce  the  greatest  public  good. 

The  principle  of  free  competition  is  a natural  law 
which  should  govern  our  business  system  without 
governmental  interference. 

Deficit  spending  is  a bad  public  policy  except 
possibly  in  time  of  war. 

Good  financial  principles  for  private  enterprise  are 
equally  good  principles  for  government. 

We  are  spending  more  than  the  people  can  really  afford 
to  spend  for  government  services. 

Private  enterprise  could  do  better  many  of  the 
things  that  government  is  now  doing. 

Our  foreign  policy  has  been  motivated  too  long 
by  a spirit  of  do-good  ism. 

Production  is  greatest  in  an  economic  system  based 
upon  competition  and  some  pressure. 

This  country  was  made  great  by  persons  who  were 
willing  to  pull  themselves  up  by  their  own  bootstraps. 

None  of  the  liberal  items  were  marked  in  a conservative  manner  by  the 

majority  of  the  more  conservative  persons  sampled. 

In  River  County  the  more  liberal  persons  tended  to  respond  in 

a liberal  manner  to  only  one  liberal  item.  That  item  was  the  one  that 

f o 1 1 ows : 


Government  has  a responsibility  for  protecting  not 
only  property  rights,  but  human  rights  as  well. 

The  majority  of  the  more  liberal  persons  responded  in  a liberal  manner 

(by  disagreeing  or  strongly  disagreeing)  to  the  following  conservative 


i terns : 
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Socialized  medicine  would  ruin  medical  standards  and 
fill  our  nation  with  people  having  imaginary  ailments. 

Money  taken  in  by  taxes  is  lost  to  the  economy,  since 
government  is  nonproductive. 

Deficit  spending  is  a bad  public  policy  except 
possibly  in  time  of  war. 

In  ordinary  times  public  buildings,  roads,  and  other 
permanent  construction  are  the  only  things  for  which 
the  government  should  borrow  money. 

Charitable  services  for  those  in  need  should  be  left 
to  voluntary  groups. 

Some  races  are  by  nature  inferior  mentally,  emotionally, 
and  physical ly. 

In  River  County  the  majority  of  the  more  conservative  persons 

tended  to  respond  conservatively  to  the  following  conservative  items: 

What  a state  does  with  its  schools  should  be  its  business, 
not  the  Supreme  Court's. 

The  most  serious  political  issue  of  our  day  is  the 
encroachment  of  the  federal  government  upon  states' 
rights. 

Local  government  is  grass-roots  democracy  at  work  and 
represents  the  voice  of  the  people  better  than 
centralized  government. 

When  individual  producers  and  consumers  are  left  free 
to  follow  their  own  self-interest,  natural  economic  laws 
operate  to  produce  the  greatest  public  good. 

The  government  is  doing  things  which  we  simply  cannot 
afford  at  public  expense. 

Congress  should  accept  the  sensible  virtue  other 
businesses  and  individuals  have  learned--that  of  living 
within  one ' s means . 

Private  enterprise  could  do  better  many  of  the  things 
that  government  is  now  doing. 

Our  foreign  policy  has  been  motivated  too  long  by  a 
spirit  of  do-good  ism.  . 
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The  majority  of  these  persons  also  responded  in  a conservative  manner 

to  the  following  liberal  items: 

The  federal  government  is-- often  more  representative  of 
the  people  than  some  state  governments. 

If  the  country  and  the  state  are  to  make  progress  we 
are  going  to  need  additional  taxes. 

From  these  findings  one  could  conclude  that  the  degree  of 
governmental  activity  and  governmental  spending  are  the  major  areas  of 
concern  for  those  persons  who  were  the  more  liberal  or  more  conservative 
individuals  in  their  counties.  The  more  conservative  persons  viewed 
these  factors  as  basically  undesirable.  The  more  liberal  persons  saw 
those  factors  as  acceptable  and/or  necessary. 

Chapter  Summary 

In  this  chapter  the  findings  from  the  raw  data,  the  data 
treatment,  and  the  analysis  of  hypotheses  were  discussed.  A representative 
profile  of  the  typical  liberal  and  conservative  persons  was  presented. 

An  attempt  was  made  to  provide  logical  interpretations  concerning  the 
data  and  findings. 


CHAPTER  V 


SUMMARY,  CONCLUSIONS,  AND  IMPLICATIONS 

Two  Florida  counties  were  selected  for  use  in  a series  of 
studies  in  the  early  1960's.  A series  of  leadership  studies  and 
several  civic  belief  studies  were  completed  by  Wellman,  Scaggs , Acker, 
Meredith,  Nunn,  and  Melko  in  these  two  counties.  The  two  counties 
selected  for  study  purposes  were  selected  because  they  were  found  to 
have  a comparable  social  climate  index,  as  measured  by  Gentry  s50  index 
of  social  climate,  but  were  found  to  differ  widely  in  their  financial 
effort  for  the  support  of  their  public  schools.  Beach  County  was  the 
low-effort  county.  River  County  was  the  high-effort  county.  The 
social  climate  index  was  based  on  median  school  age  of  persons  25  years 
old  or  older,  aggregate  personal  income,  percentage  of  change  in 
population  for  six  years,  and  percentage  of  personal  income  in  transfer 
payments. 

The  economic  support  aspect  involved  in  the  earlier  studies 
was  non-existent  in  1971  due  to  the  advent  of  the  minimum  foundation 
program  presently  in  use  in  the  state  of  Florida.  The  present  state 
aid  program,  which  began  in  19*58,  requires  a minimum  level  of  partici- 
pation by  each  county  but  includes  a limitation  as  to  the  maximum  level 

50  Gilbert  L.  Gentry,  "The  Relationship  of  Certain  Cultural 
Factors  in  Initiative  in  the  Local  Support  of  Education  in  Florida," 
Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1959- 
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of  effort  allowed  in  each  county.  It  is,  therefore,  difficult  to 
effectively  evaluate  the  support  level  of  a county  as  being  high  or  low 
at  the  present  time.  The  basic  reasons  for  re-using  Beach  and  River 
counties  in  the  present  study  centered  around  the  availability  of 
extensive  data  for  those  two  counties.  This  allowed  the  replication 
study  of  the  civic  beliefs  of  samples  from  those  two  counties.' 

The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs  was  administered  to  the 
participating  individuals  from  Beach  County  and  River  County.  This 
opinionnaire  was  used  as  a measure  of  liberalism-conservatism.  The 
groups  sampled  in  each  of  the  two  counties  were  influential  leaders, 
citizens,  status  leaders,  and  educational  personnel.  Group  sizes  and 
group  means  calculated  from  individual  scores  on  the  FSCB  were  presented 
in  Tables  1 and  2 in  Chapter  II. 

Each  individual  sample  group's  mean  was  compared  to  each 
other  sample  group's  mean  from  both  Beach  County  and  River  County. 
Procedures  for  the  analysis  of  variance,  F-test,  and  for  Kramer's 
extension  of  Duncan's  New  Multiple  Range  test  were  used  to  compare  the 
various  pairs  of  group  means  to  test  for  statistically  significant 
differences  between  the  groups  involved  in  the  study.  In  addition,  t-tests 
were  used  to  test  for  significant  differences  in  group  means  between 
the  means  of  the  groups  in  1971  and  the  means  of  the  similar  groups  from 
the  1963-6^  studies  of  Meredith  and  Nunn. 

Review  of  the  Findings 

Beach  County  - 1971 

The  educational  personnel  group  in  Beach  County  in  1971  was 
found  to  be  more  liberal  than: 
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a)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

b)  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

c)  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  mean  of  the  educational  personnel  group  in  Beach  County 
in  1971  was  found  to  be  significantly  different  from  the  mean  of: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

b)  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

c)  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more 
liberal  than: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

b)  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

Only  the  difference  in  means  between  the  citizens  and  the 
status  leaders  was  found  to  be  significantly  different. 

The  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than  only  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 
This  difference  in  means  was  not  found  to  be  statistically  significant. 
River  County  - 1971 

The  educational  personnel  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971. 

b)  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971. 

c)  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971. 

The  mean  of  the  educational  personnel  in  River  County  in  1971 
was  found  to  be  significantly  different  from  the  mean  of: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971* 
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b)  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971. 

c)  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971. 

The  citizens  in  River  Courity  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more 
liberal  than: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971. 

b)  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971. 

Neither  of  the  differences  in  means  was  found  to  be  statistically 
s i gn i f icant . 

The  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than  the  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971. 

This  difference  in  means  was  not  found  to  be  statistically  significant. 
Beach  County-River  County,  1971 

The  educational  personnel  group  in  River  County  in  1971  was  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than: 

a)  the  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1 97 1 - 

b)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971- 

c)  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971* 

d)  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  mean  of  the  educational  personnel  group  in  River  County  in 
1971  was  found  to  be  significantly  different  from  the  mean  of: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971* 

b)  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971* 

c)  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more 
liberal  than: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971- 

b)  the  cit  izens  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 
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c)  the  status  leaders  In  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  mean  of  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1971  was  found 
to  be  significantly  different  from  only  the  mean  of  the  status  leaders 
in  Beach  County  in  1971* 

The  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than: 

a)  the  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

b)  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

c)  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  mean  of  the  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971 
was  found  to  be  significantly  different  from  only  the  mean  of  the  status 
leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971. 

The  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found  to  be 
more  liberal  than  only  the  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971.  The 
difference  in  means  between  these  two  groups  was  not  found  to  be  statis- 
tically significant.  Table  4 is  repeated  here  to  summarize  the  findings 

in  1971. 

Beach  County,  1971  ~ Beach  County,  1963~64 
River  County,  1971  ~ River  County,  1 963~64 

The  citizens  in  Beach  County  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  in 
1971  than  were  the  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  19&3  or  than  were  the 
white  citizens  in  Beach  County  in  1963.  Neither  of  the  differences  were 
found  to  be  statistically  significant. 

The  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  were  found  to  be  more 
liberal  in  1971  than  were  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  Beach 
County  in  1 963 . The  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  Beach  County  in 


Statistically  Significant  Differences  Between  Group  Means  as  Indicated  by 
Kramer's  Extension  of  Duncan's  New  Multiple  Range  Test 
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1971  were  found  to  be  more  liberal  than  the  top  ranking  influential 
leaders  in  1963.  Both  differences  were  found  to  be  statistically 
significant. 

The  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  and  the  non- 
influential  status  leaders  in  Beach  County  in  1971  were  both  found  to 
be  more  conservative  than  were  the  non-inf luential  status  leaders  in 
Beach  County  in  1964.  Neither  of  the  differences  were  found  to  be 
statistically  significant. 

The  educational  personnel  in  Beach  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than  the  teachers  in  Beach  County  in  1964,  than  the 
principals  in  Beach  County  in  1964,  and  than  the  educational  personnel 
in  Beach  County  in  1964.  The  difference  between  the  1971  educational 
personnel  group  and  the  teachers  in  1964  and  the  difference  between  the 
1971  educational  personnel  group  and  the  1964  educational  personnel 
group  were  both  found  to  be  statistically  significant. 

The  citizens  of  River  County  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more 
liberal  than  the  citizens  in  River  County  in  1963  and  were  found  to  be 
more  liberal  than  the  white  citizens  in  River  County  in  1963.  Neither 
difference  was  found  to  be  statistically  significant. 

The  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  and  the  top 
ranking  influential  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were  both  found  to 
be  more  liberal  than  the  top  ranking  influential  leaders  in  River  County 
in  1963.  Neither  difference  was  found  to  be  statistically  significant. 

The  status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  and  the  non-i nf luential 
status  leaders  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found  to  be  more  conservative 
than  were  the  non-inf luential  status  leaders  in  1964.  Neither  difference 
was  found  to  be  statistically  significant. 
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The  educational  personnel  in  River  County  in  1971  were  found 
to  be  more  liberal  than  the  teachers  in  River  County  in  196*1,  than  the 
principals  in  River  County  in  196*1,  and  than  the  educational  personnel 
in  River  County  in  196*1.  The  difference  between  the  educational 
personnel  in  Riv/er  County  in  1971  and  the  teachers  in  River  County  in 
196*1  and  the  difference  between  the  educational  personnel  in  River  County 
in  196*1  were  both  found  to  be  statistically  significant.  The  findings 
for  the  comparisons  of  the  groups  in  the  two  counties  between  1971  and 
1963-6*1  were  summarized  in  Tables  27  and  28  in  Chapter  111. 

Concl us i ons 

In  this  section  the  major  conclusions  drawn  from  the  study 
are  presented.  The  reader  is  urged  to  use  due  caution  in  interpreting 
the  findings  and  the  conclusions  of  the  present  study.  Studies  of  this 
type  are,  by  nature,  conducted  under  less  than  pure,  laboratory  conditions. 
Although  all  due  care  was  taken  to  insure  the  most  valid  results 
possible,  it  cannot  be  guaranteed  that  every  individual  involved  in  the 
study  participated  with  equal  effort  and  care.  No  scale  designed  to 
measure  beliefs  is  beyond  reproach. 

The  conclusions  generated  by  the  findings  of  the  present  study 
are  directly  applicable  to  only  the  two  counties  involved  in  the  study. 

Due  caution  should  be  exercised  in  extending  the  conclusions  to  other 
social  situations. 

The  following  general  conclusions  were  drawn  from  the  study: 
Conclusion  1:  The  findings  tend  to  indicate  that  educational 

personnel  in  a county  school  system  tend  to  profess  more  liberal 
civic  beliefs  than  do  the  citizens  within  that  same  county. 
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Conclusion  2:  The  civic  beliefs  professed  by  the  influential 

leaders  within  a county  can  change  significantly  over  a period 
of  time.  This  is  substantiated  by  the  32  average  point 
change  in  Beach  County  by  the  top  ranking  influential  leader 
group . 

Conclusion  3-  The  civic  beliefs  professed  by  citizens  tend 
to  remain  relatively  stable  over  time. 

Conclusion  h:  Citizens  tend  to  elect  persons  to  county  political 

offices  whose  professed  civic  beliefs  are  more  conservative 
than  those  professed  by  the  citizenry. 

Conclusion  5:  The  influential  leaders  in  a county  tend  to 

profess  more  conservative  civic  beliefs  than  do  the  citizens 
in  that  county. 

Conclusion  6:  Educational  personnel  within  a county  tend  to 

profess  more  liberal  civic  beliefs  than  do  the  influential 
leaders  within  that  same  county. 

Implications  for  Further  Research 

Studies  of  civic  beliefs  are  and  will  continue  to  be  vital  in 
a society  espousing  democratic  values.  As  people  become  more  and  more 
involved  in  the  educational  process  typified  by  the  public  school  systems 
and  as  they  become  more  and  more  involved  in  the  decision-making  processes 
within  their  county,  a thorough  understanding  of  the  basic  beliefs  of  the 
people  will  be  of  paramount  importance  to  leaders  and  administrators 
of  all  types . 

The  following  questions  indicate  possible  areas  for  further 


research . 
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1.  How  do  an  Individual's  civic  belief  scores  change  over 
time?  A study  of  the  scores  of  individuals  within  an 
influential  leadership  group  over  time  could  provide  a 
basis  for  understanding  how  and  why  persons  in  leadership 
positions  vary  in  civic  beliefs  between  two  points  in  time. 

2.  Are  there  basic  differences  in  civic  beliefs  between 
various  population  segments  grouped  according,  to  age,  sex,_ 
political  party,  precinct,  educational  level,  income 

level , etc .? 

3.  Does  one  county's  board  of  public  instruction  vary  in 
civic  beliefs  over  time  to  a significant  degree? 

*t.  Are  there  relationships  between  the  amount  of  use  of 

so-called  "innovative"  programs  (sex  education,  "open-space" 
schools  and  instruction,  contract  instruction,  etc.)  and 
the  success  of  such  programs  and  the  average  civic  belief 
measures  of  the  citizens  and/or  the  influential  leaders  within 
that  school  district? 

5.  Is  there  a relationship  between  the  percentage  of  total 

property  evaluation  used  in  counties  and  the  civic  beliefs 
professed  by  the  citizens  and  the  influential  leaders  within 
those  counties? 

Studies  designed  to  answer  such  questions  would  greatly  increase 
the  knowledge  base  concerning  civic  beliefs  and  the  effect  of  civic  beliefs 
on  the  day-to-day  decision-making  process.  Such  a knowledge  base  could 
be  very  instrumental  in  helping  educational  administrators  to  understand 
and  to  communicate  with  the  general  population  with  which  they  must  deal  in 
their  daily  activities. 


APPENDIX  A 


DEVELOPMENT  AND  FACTOR  ANALYSIS  OF  A SCALE  OF 
L I 3ERAL I SM-CONSERVAT I SM* 

Vynce  A.  Hines 
University  of  Florida 

I . I ntroduction 

Hypotheses  to  be  tested  in  a study  of  the  influence  of  power 
structure  and  decision  making  in  two  county  school  systems  as  these 
affect  support  of  public  education  include  (l)  that  the  level  of 
support  is  related  to  the  position  of  the  top  leaders  in  the  power 
structure  on  a liberal-conservative  continuum  and  (2)  that  the  leaders 
in  each  case  will  not  differ  significantly  from  the  modal  position  of 
those  below  them  in  the  power  structure.  Although  not  explicitly 
stated,  it  is  the  expectation  of  the  investigators  that  subjects 
from  the  school  system  giving  the  higher  level  of  support  to  public 
education  will  score  higher  on  liberalism  than  subjects  from  the 
county  giving  the  lower  level  of  support. 

A search  of  the  literature  during  1 960-6 1 failed  to  reveal 
any  scale  which  was  deemed  satisfactory  by  the  investigators.  The 
most  nearly  satisfactory  scale  found  was  that  of  McClosky^  (1958). 

This  scale  was  developed  from  a pool  of  43  items,  all  intended  to 
characterize  the  conservative's  beliefs  and  values.  The  final  scale 
contained  12  items,  later  reduced  to  9-  These  items  were  deliberately 
selected  to  avoid  "attitudes  or  opinions  that  seemed  to  us  situa- 
tionally  determined  and  which,  for  that  reason,  appear  to  be  secondary 
and  unstable  correlates  of  liberal  or  conservative  tendencies  . . . 
i.e.,  attitudes  toward  free  enterprise,  toward  the  New  Deal  and 
its  welfare  measures,  toward  tariffs,  farm  supports,  . . 


“Dr.  Ralph  Kimbrough  is  principal  investigator  of  the  U.S. 
Office  of  Education  research  grant  under  which  the  scale  has  been 
developed  and  is  co-author  of  the  scale.  Dr.  Lawrence  Smith, 
visiting  professor  at  the  University  of  Florida  during  1 96 1 -62 , 
was  a collaborator  during  the  development  of  the  first  two  versions 
of  the  scale.  Dr.  Wilson  Guertin  and  Dr.  Douglas  Scates  have  been 
frequent  sources  of  help.  Colleagues  and  students,  both  present 
and  former,  have  helped  by  taking  or  giving  various  versions  of  the 
scale,  by  suggesting  items,  and  by  criticizing  items. 
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McClosky  and  his  associates  were  interested  in  finding  out 
whether  or  not  knowing  certain  beliefs  an  individual  possessed  would 
enable  one  to  predict  better  than  chance  what  the  individual's  position 
would  be  on  other  beliefs  and  values.  Relating  a person's  belief 
and  value  system  to  educational  level,  intelligence,  and  personality 
variables  might  add  a new  dimension  to  the  study  of  politics.  Hence 
their  interest  in  finding  ways  of  identifying  the  conservative  and 
relating  his  degree  of  conservatism  to  these  other  variables. 

Initially,  and  also  when  he  made  his  1958  report,  McClosky 
was  not  clear  as  to  whether  liberalism  and  conservatism  were  opposite 
ends  of  a single  dimension  so  that  a high  score  on  one  necessarily 
meant  a low  score  on  the  other.  Also  he  reports  no  measure  of 
reliability,  only  a correlation  of  .83  between  scores  on  the  12-item 
scale  and  the  original  b3  items. 

Despite  the  successful  use  of  McClosky's  scale  by  him  and 
by  Campbell3  and  associates,  it  seemed  desirable  to  attempt  the 
development  of  a scale  which  would  contain  both  liberal  and  con- 
servative items  and  which  would  be  sufficiently  long  to  promise  a 
higher  reliability  than  seemed  possible  with  a 12-item  scale. 

The  present  investigators  were  also  interested  in  using  items  some- 
what more  s i tuat iona 1 ly  determined  than  those  of  McClosky.  An 
earlier  study  by  Kimbrough^  of  the  top  members  in  a community 
power  structure  indicated  that  the  leaders  tended  to  have  a set  of 
fairly  consistent  "operational  beliefs"  by  which  they  decided  the 
position  they  would  take  and  act  upon  when  important  community 
issues  were  at  stake;  Hence  the  desire  to  develop  items  which  were 
between  the  invariant  elements  of  the  various  outlooks  and  those 
which  were  immediately  situational. 

The  present  investigators  were  interested  in  finding. out 
the  consistency  with  which  liberalism-conservatism  permeated  beliefs 
and  attitudes  in  such  major  areas  as  foreign  affairs,  economics, 
public  finance,  the  functions  of  government,  and  the  nature  of  man 
and  society.  They  were  also  not  clear  as  to  whether  liberalism 
and  conservatism  did  represent  different  dimensions  and  whether  or 
not  there  might  be  a third  possible  dimension  involved,  that  of 
the  "new  liberalism."  Were  new  liberalism,  classical  liberalism, 
and  conservatism  three  names  for  two  positions? 

Finally,  with  the  recent  acquisition  of  an  IBM  709  computer 
it  would  be  possible  to  make  a factor  analysis  of  the  instrument 
to  case  additional  light  on  the  possible  dimensions  involved. 
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II.  Outlooks  of  Conservatism,  Classical 
Liberalism,  and  New  Liberalism 

In  a study  of  conservatism,  going  back  to  Plato's  Republ ?c , 
Auerbach5  hypothesizes  that  conservatism,  liberalism,  radicalism 
and  authoritarianism  are  all  the  possible  formulations  from  which 
to  examine  human  society.  Despite  his  brief  for  this  position, 
it  seems  that  a case  can  be  made  for  conservatism,  classical  liberalism, 
and  new  liberalism  as  being  somewhat  independent  positions  for 
viewing  society. 

Conservatism  is  not  synonymous  with  the  radical  right. 

Auerbach  has  traced  historical  conservatism  from  Plato  through 
the  stoics,  St.  Augustine,  and  John  of  Salisbury  to  Edmund  Burke. 

There  has  been  a renaissance  of  conservative  thought  in  the  United 
States  since  the  end  of  World  War  II.  Russell  Kirk,  Clinton  Rossiter, 
Peter  Viereck,  John  Hallowell,  and  Peter  Drucker  have,  among  others, 
tried  to  restate  conservatism  for  today's  society.  Newman^  has 
written  a blistering  critique  of  conservatism  in  The  Put i 1 i tar i an 
Society , one  example  of  many  recent  critiques  of  the  position. 

McClosky  and  others  have  made  syntheses  of  the  writings  of  modern 
conservatives  to  try  to  identify  the  fundamental  characteristics 
of  the  position.  His  summary  of  the  position  is  similar  to  others 
but  seemed  to  the  writer  to  be  the  best  brief  account  found. 

According  to  McClosky  the  fundamentals  of  the  conservative 
position  include  the  following: 

(1)  Man  is  a creature  of  appetite  and  will, 

"governed  more  by  emotion  than  by  reason"  (Kirk),  in 
whom  "wi ckedness , unreason,  and  the  urge  to  violence 
lurk  always  behind  the  curtain  of  civilized  behavior1,4 
(Rossiter).  He  is  a fallen  creature,  doomed  to  imper- 
fection, and  inclined  to  license  and  anarchy. 

(2)  Society  is  ruled  by  "divine  intent"  (Kirk)  and 
made  legitimate  by  Providence  and  prescription.  Reli- 
gion "is  the  foundation  of  civil  society"  (Huntington) 
and  is  man's  ultimate  defense  against  his  own  evil 
impulses . 

(3)  Society  is  organic,  plural,  inordinately  com- 
plex, the  product  of  a long  and  painful  evolution,  em- 
bodying the  accumulated  wisdom  of  previous  historical 
ages.  There  is  a presumption  in  favor  of  whatever  has 
survived  the  ordeal  of  history,  and  of  any  institution 
that  has  been  tried 'and  found  to  work. 
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(4)  Man's  traditional  inheritance  is  rich,  grand, 
endlessly  proliferated  and  mysterious,  deserving  of 
veneration,  and  not  to  be  cast  away  lightly  in  favor  of 
the  narrow  uniformity  preached  by  "sophisters  and  cal- 
culators" (Burke).  Theory  is  to  be  distrusted  since 
reason,  which  gives  rise  to  theory,  is  a deceptive, 
shallow,  and  limited  instrument. 

(5)  Change  must  therefore  be  resisted  and  the  in- 
junction heeded  that  "Unless  it  is  necessary  to  change 
it  is  necessary  not  to  change"  (Hearnshaw).  Innovation 
"is  a devouring  conflagration  more  often  than  it  is  a 
torch  of  progress"  (Kirk). 

(6)  Men  are  naturally  unequal,  and  society  requires 
"orders  and  classes"  for  the  good  of  all.  All  efforts 
at  levelling  are  futile  and  lead  to  despair  (Kirk  and 
Rossiter),  for  they  violate  the  natural  hierarchy  and 
frustrate  man's  "longing  for  leadership."  The  superior 
classes  must  be  allowed  to  differentiate  themselves  and 
to  have  a hand  in  the  direction  of  the  state,  balancing 
the  numerical  superiority  of  the  inferior  classes. 

(7)  Order,  authority,  and  community  are  the  primary 
defense  against  the  impulse  to  violence  and  anarchy. 

The  superiority  of  duties  over  rights  and  the  need  to 
strengthen  the  stabilizing  institutions  of  society, 
especially  the  church,  the  family,  and  above  all, 
private  property. 7 

The  fundamental  ideas  of  conservatism,  according  to  Ki rk^ 

are : 

(1)  Society  is  ruled  by  divine  intent; 

(2)  affection  for  the  variety  and  mystery  of  tra- 
ditional life  as  distinguished  from  uniformity  and 
equa 1 i tar ian i sm; 

(3)  civilized  society  requires  orders  and  classes* 

(4)  property  and  freedom  are  inseparable* 

(5)  faith  in  prescription,  distrust  of  calculators, 
and  a belief  that  man  is  governed  more  by  emotion  than 
by  reason  and  hence  must  be  controlled; 

(6)  a conviction  that  change  and  reform  are  not  the 
same,  a "recognition  . . . that  innovation  is  a devour- 
ing conflagration  more  often  than  it  is  a torch  of 
progress.  . . . Providence  is  the  proper  instrument  for 
change . 11 

While  most  of  today's  thoughtful  conservatives  would  date 
creation  somewhat  earlier  than  Bishop  Ussher's  4004  B.C.  their 
world  view  is  probably  closer  to  the  thirteenth  century  than  to 
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Ussher's  seventeenth  century.  Man  was  created  unequal  by  his 
Creator  and  endowed  with  more  duties  than  rights.  The  Creator  also 
established  orders  and  classes  in  society  and  the  individual  should 
accept  the  status  assigned  him.  Because  of  man's  sinful  nature  and 
because  he  is  a creature  of  impulse  and  emotion,  he  must  be 
directed  and  controlled.  Of  three  categories  in  which  definitions 
of  freedom  can  usually  be  placed--absense  of  restraint,  power 
of  effective  choice,  and  complete  submission--the  conservative 
would  be  most  comfortable  with  the  third — complete  submission. 

Newman  asserts  that  "conservatism  in  America  today  is  fundamentally 
and  essentially  an  ideology  dedicated  to  stripping  man  of 
freedom. "9  The  conservative  is  opposed  to  equality.  Revelation 
and  tradition  are  the  most  dependable  sources  of  knowledge.  Reason 
is  to  be  mistrusted,  not  only  as  it  is  applied  to  building  theory, 
or  empirically  in  science,  but  to  some  extent  as  it  is  used  in 
deriving  conclusions  from  the  first  principles  of  revelation  and 
tradition.  Particularly  man  should  avoid  using  reason  as  an 
instrument  of  change,  either  directly  when  he  tries  to  change 
institutional  arrangements,  or  indirectly  as  he  tries  to  apply 
the  methods  of  science  to  the  solution  of  his  problems.  In 
neither  case,  because  of  the  complexity  of  society,  can  he 
possibly  foresee  all  the  consequences,  and  more  often  than  not 
more  ill  than  good  comes  from  his  efforts.  Most  men  are  not  capable 
of  ruling  themselves  wisely  and  it  is  foolish  to  assert  that  they  should 
do  this  or  have  it  as  a right.  Likewise,  the  conservative  does  not 
believe  in  the  perfectab i 1 i ty  of  man. 

The  positions  of  classical  liberalism  and  new  liberalism 
can  be  stated  more  briefly  since  they  are  to  be  found  more  than 
frequently  in  educational  literature  and  are  relatively  familiar 
to  most  of  us.  Two  of  the  better  statements  of  these  contrasting 
positions  are  to  be  found  in  Smith,  Stanley,  Benne,  and  Anderson^® 
and  in  Stanley.^  Classical  liberalism  is  exemplified  by  the  works 
of  such  men  as  Locke  and  Adam  Smith. 

According  to  classical  liberalism,  man  was  created  prior  to 
and  independently  of  society  and  was  endowed  with  certain  inalienable 
rights--usual ly  life,  liberty  and  property.  Society  is  a secondary 
and  contractual  mode  of  existence  into  which  men  enter  in  order 
better  to  secure  their  rights  than  they  might  in  a state  of  nature. 

The  functions  of  government  should  be  limited  to  the  protection  of 
these  rights  and  to  the  enforcement  of  contracts  voluntraily  made. 
Social,  political,  and  economic  relations  are  governed  by  inexorable 
natural  law  and  governments  should  not  engage  in  activities  which 
will  interfere  with  the  operation  of  these  laws.  Man  is  an  intelli- 
gent creature  and  by  using  his  senses  and  his  po wer  of  reason,  he 
can  determine  or  deduce  these  natural  laws.  Once  he  understands 
the  operation  of  these  laws,  he  will  live  most  successfully  by  try- 
ing to  live  in  harmony  with  them.  He  learns  what  the  laws  are, 
not  from  tradition,  revelation,  or  authority,  but  by  looking 
at  the  book  of  nature. 
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Under  classical  liberalism,  liberty  is  viewed  as  the 
absence  of  restraint,  particularly  of  restraint  by  government  which 
goes  beyond  the  social  contract.  Equality  is  defined  in  a negative 
sense,  as  the  absence  of  social  or  legal  barriers  toward  pursuing 
one's  self-interest.  Equality  and  freedom  so  defined  are  viewed  as 
in  opposition.  Classical  liberalism  is  similar  to  conservatism  in 
the  importance  it  attaches  to  the  relationship  between  freedom  and 
the  right  to  be  secure  in  holding  property,  although  the  classical 
liberal  would  not  restrict  freedom,  as  he  defines  it,  to  as  small 
an  elite  as  might  the  conservative.  Economics  is  viewed  as  a de- 
ductive science  in  which  a multitude  of  producers  and  buyers  come 
together  in  the  free  market  to  bring  prices  to  their  proper  level 
and  to  provide  the  maximum  possible  production.  Property  is 
individually  and  privately  owned.  Ownership  and  control  are  vested 
in  the  same  persons. 

The  new  liberalism  has  a somewhat  different  world  view. 
According  to  this  view,  to  assert  that  the  individual  preceded 
society  is  nonsense.  Human  beings  become  fully  human  only  as  they 
participate  widely  and  actively  in  an  ongoing  society.  Without  the 
nurture  of  the  culture,  they  would  remain  on  a subhuman  level  with  no 
sense  of  rights,  duties,  language,  selfhood,  or  anything  else  which 
differentiates  the  human  being  from  other  animals.  Except  as  he 
is  a member  of  a society  which  supports  him  and  provides  automati- 
cally for  most  of  his  fundamental  and  derived  needs,  equality  and 
freedom  wou 1 d have  no  meaning.  According  to  this  view,  freedom 
means  the  power  of  effective  choice  and  equality  means  that  the  society 
acts  positively  to  put  a floor  under  opportunity  for  all  its  members. 

In  some  respects,  such  as  suffrage  and  human  dignity,  equality  becomes 
identity,  for  each  person  counts  as  one  in  decisions  which  affect 
him  and  each  individual  human  being  is  of  surpassing  worth.  The  new 
liberal  believes  that  all  men  should  rule  themselves  and  that  they 
can  become  able  to  do  this  more  wisely  than  the  most  benevolent 
despot  can  do  it  for  them.  He  believes  that  the  human  mind  can  be 
trusted  and  should  be  set  free.  He  sees  regularities  in  nature, 
but  the  explanations  of  these  are  inventions  of  the  human  mind 
interacting  with  its  environment.  Just  as  inventions  in  the  physical 
world  have  made  man's  lot  easier,  so  the  application  of  intelligence 
to  political,  social,  and  economic  problems  is  a more  certain  way 
of  overcoming  these  than  trusting  to  the  operation  of  natural  law, 
or  of  resigning  one's  self  to  the  situation. 


III.  Constructing  the  Scale 

A number  of  sources  were  used  to  obtain  items  for  the  scale. 
Editorial  pages  were  thought  to  be  a possible  source  and  the  files  of 
several  newspapers  considered  to  be  conservative  or  liberal  were 
covered  and  statements  abstracted  which  seemed  to  represent  the  positions 
just  outlined.  Books  by  the  wr iters  cited  were  used  as  sources  of 
statements.  Some  statements  were  taken  from  the  fundamental  postulates 
or  ideas  of  the  three  positions.  These  statements  were  reviewed 
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and  combined  by  the  authors  and  then  circulated  to  a small  number 
of  colleagues  with  requests  to  classify  the  statements  as  liberal  or 
conservative,  to  criticize  them,  and  to  suggest  additional  items. 

It  was  desired  to  get  about  equal  numbers  of  items  which  would  be 
considered  conservative  and  liberal.  An  attempt  was  also  made  to 
get  representative  items  about  the  nature  of  man  and  society,  the 
function  of  government,  economics,  public  finance,  and  foreign 
affairs.  In  each  version  of  the  scale,  however,  conservative  items 
occurred  sixty  to  seventy  per  cent  of  the  time. 

The  returns  from  the  first  group  of  colleagues  were  edited 
and  the  new  version  was  circulated  to  fifteen  professors  of 
education,  psychology,  economics,  political  science,  and  sociology 
at  the  Universities  of  Florida  and  Tennessee.  They  were  asked  to 
criticize  items,  add  additional  ones,  and  mark  existing  ones  as 
liberal  or  conservative.  In  no  case  was  a definition  supplied 
of  the  meaning  of  the  terms. 

With  these  returns  and  further  editing  items  were  categorized 
if  twelve  or  more  of  the  respondents  agreed.  One  hundred  twenty-one 
items  were  duplicated  and  given  to  370  subjects  to  complete  anony- 
mously except  for  certain  data  about  religious  preference,  age,  sex, 
and  educational  level.  At  the  end  they  were  asked  if  they  viewed 
themselves  as  conservative  or  liberal.  Subjects  were  largely  under- 
graduate and  graduate  college  students  at  one  liberal  arts  college, 
one  junior  college,  and  two  state  universities.  About  one-fifth 
of  the  respondees  were  not  attending  college.  Practically  all  had 
been  at  least  through  high  school. 

Items  in  this  version  could  be  marked  "agree,"  "disagree," 
or  "undecided."  Keys  were  prepared  for  both  liberal  and  conservative 
responses.  Agreement  with  a liberal  item  or  disagreement  with  a 
conservative  item  each  counted  one  point  on  a liberal  score.  A 
similar  procedure  was  followed  in  determining  a conservative  score. 
Since  the  number  of  undecided  items  varied,  there  was  a high  but  not 
perfect  negative  correlation  between  liberal  scores  and  conservative 
scores . 


Papers  were  ranked  and  item-test  correlations  done  for  the 
top  and  bottom  27  per  cent  of  papers  for  both  liberal  and  conservative 
scoring.  Based  upon  this  analysis,  the  scale  was  shortened  to 
80  items  and  the  procedure  repeated  with  185  subjects.  All  item 
test  correlations  are  reported  in  Table  I for  the  60  items  in  the 
final  form.  A few  items  were  put  back  from  the  first  version  to  give 
balance  to  the  test  and  to  replace  items  which  fared  poorly  on  the 
second  administration.  The  third  version  of  the  scale  contained  78 
items  and  had  been  subjected  to  careful  editing  and  rewriting  of 
many  items  to  eliminate  vagueness  and  ambiguity  in  some  instances 
and, in  many,  to  simplify  the  vocabulary  burden.  Analysis  of  early 
results  indicated  that  many  items  were  either  omitted  or  marked 
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undecided,  particularly  by  persons  who  had  not  completed  more  than 
12  or  13  grades  of  school. 

The  78-item  version  was  given  to  two  classes  of  graduate 
s tudents;  aga i n item-test  correlations  were  done,  though  only  on 
liberal  scores.  (See  Table  I.)  Odd-even  scores  were  determined 
and  a split-half  reliability  calculated.  The  whole-test  reliability  was 
estimated  at  .934. 

The  test  was  then  given  to  three  groups,  totalling  100 
subjects,  prior  to  factor  analysis.  These  groups  were  composed  of 
about  equal  numbers  of  leaders  in  both  the  formal  and  informal  power 
structure  of  one  Florida  county  not  a part  of  the  power-structure 
study,  a group  of  University  of  Florida  staff  members  from  several 
colleges,  and  one  person  from  each  household  in  several  selected 
blocks  of  middle-class  neighborhoods.  Respondents  were  told  that 
the  scales  were  being  collected  for  research  purposes,  and  would 
be  factor-analyzed  on  the  new  high-speed  computer  at  the  University. 

The  anonymity  of  respondents  would  be  respected.  With  three  or 
four  exceptions,  all  members  of  the  three  groups  cooperated  fully 
with  graduate  students  who  delivered  and  collected  the  scales. 


IV.  Factor  Analysis 

A 78  x 100  score  matrix  was  prepared  for  correlation  and 
factor  analysis.  This  principal  axis  analysis  was  done  on  an  IBM 
709..  Fifteen  factors  were  found.  Total  communal  i ties  for  the  first 
ten  were: 

1 24.9552 

2 3.6262 

3 2.2740 

4 1.4565 

5 2.4955 

6 1.1763 

7 0.8392 

8 2.0935 

9 1.6346 

10  1.1188 

With  the  exception  of  the  first  factor,  only  one  of  the  78 
items  had  an  individual  factor  loading  above  .50,  only  7 exceeded  .40 
and  only  39  were  beyond  .30  (in  either  positive  or  negative  directions). 
Of  the  60  items  selected  for  the  final  version,  in  only  22  instances 
did  loadings  of  +_.30  occur  among  the  remaining  14  factors. 

Upon  rotation,  the  first  factor  tended  to  drop  out  and  no 
additional  heavier  loadings  were  noted  on  other  factors.  Factors  1 
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and  3 had  7 and  10  items,  respectively,  with  loadings  of  +_.50  or 
beyond;  no  other  factor  had  more  than  2,  and  only  34  loadings  of 
+.50  or  beyond  were  found  on  all  15  factors. 

A re-check  using  oblique  factor  rotation  by  Carroll's 
oblimin  method  with  32  selected  items  gave  similar  results.  Inter- 
correlations between  the  oblique  factors  revealed  a severe  collapse 
in  the  dimensionality  of  the  matrix.  Hence  it  was  concluded  that  the 
scale  tended  to  measure  essentially  a single  factor  and  the  items 
which  survived  from  the  conservative,  classical  liberal,  and  new 
liberal  pools  apparently  were  loaded  highly  on  a single  dimension. 


V.  The  Florida  Scale  of  Civic  Beliefs 

Based  upon  first-factor  loadings  the  scale  was  cut  to  its 
present  60-item  form.  Nine  items  are  below  +_.50,  but  none  is 
below  +.46.  Fifty-one  items  are  at  or  beyond  plus  or  minus.. 50. 

(See  Table  I.)  A few  items  have  been  retained  in  order  to  keep  a 
better  balance  between  conservative  and  liberal  items  in  the  present 
form.  Eighteen  items  can  be  considered  liberal  and  42  conservative. 
(See  Table  I.)  While  several  items  might  be  put  in  two  or  more 
categories,  the  surviving  60  were  somewhat  arbitrarily  classified 
as  fol lows : 


Foreign  Affai rs  4 
Economics  15 
Function  of  Government  16 
Publ i c Fi nance  10 
Nature  of  Man  and 

Society  15 


A number  of  items  which  supposedly  characterize  the  various 
positions  failed  to  survive.  These  include  the  following: 


Conservative ; 
Liberal  : 

Class ical : 


"Society  is  ruled  by  Divine  Intent." 

"Any  civilized  society  requires  classes 
of  people." 

"Liberty  is  best  defined  as  the  power 
of  effective  choice." 

"Men  can  and  should  rule  themselves." 

"Men  work  hardest  when  they  pursue  their 
self-interest." 

"All  individuals  have  an  equal  start  in 
the  race  of  life — how  they  succeed 
is  up  to  them." 

Mortality  was  high  among  statements  from  newspaper  editorials 
and  columns. 


Ill 


The  professional  reviewers  of  the  early  items  were  very 
critical  of  most  of  these,  often  reporting  that  they  failed  to 
understand  them  out  of  context.  Two  which  did  survive  and  seem  to 
discriminate  reasonable  well  are  the  following  rather  long  items. 

6.  Moderates,  who  preach  appeasement  by  urging  us 
to  give  up  our  fight  against  centralized  govern- 
ment and  liberal  constitutional  interpretation, 
do  so  mostly  for  their  personal  political  gain. 

46.  Federal  aid  to  schools,  aid  to  the  aged  through 
social  security,  more  stringent  civil  rights 
laws,  and  laws  of  like  nature,  are  dangerously 
parallel  to  methods  used  in  socialistic  countries. 

Some  cliches  sometimes  identified  with  the  radical  right 
failed  to  survive  such  as  "The  United  States  is  not  a democracy, 
it  is  a republic,"  and  "You  can't  change  human  nature."  A few  rather 
trite  statements  did  survive  and  seem  to  discriminate  well  including, 
"The  best  governed  is  the  least  governed,"  and  "Government  spending 
is  naturally  wasteful." 

Earlier  versions  of  the  scale  tended  to  discriminate  among 
those  who  styled  themselves  as  "liberals"  or  "conservatives," 
though  with  some  overlapping.  Representatives  of  some  of  the  major 
Christian  denominations  tended  to  score  differently,  with  Catholics 
averaging  higher  on  liberal  scores  than  other  groups  involved. 

Scores  vary  with  age  and  educational  level.  A small  but  slgniffcant 
increase  in  liberal  scores,  a decrease  in  undecided  responses  and 
a fairly  constant  conservative  average  was  noted  in  three  classes 
in  socio-economic  foundations  of  education  when  the  test  was  given 
early  and  late  in  the  course. 

It  is  believed  that  the  scale  can  be  useful  in  a number  of 
ways  in  research.  It  should  be  helpful  in  charting  similarities 
and  differences  in  1 i bera 1 -conservat i ve  climate  among  various 
levels  of  the  power  structure  within  cities,  counties,  and  school 
districts  where  the  latter  are  not  coterminous  with  either  of  the 
former.  It  is  possible  that  it  will  provide  additional  insight  into 
how  decisions  are  made  on  issues  affecting  schools,  and  perhaps 
other  political  matters.  McClosky's^  work  has  indicated  that  such 
a measure  may  be  related  to  other  personality  variables.  The  longer 
instrument  should  add  another  more  reliable  tool  for  probing  these 
relationshi ps . 

The  instrument  in  its  present  form  may  have  a number  of 
weaknesses.  Some  of  the  items  may  differentiate  more  effectively 
in  the  south  than  they  would  in  other  regions  of  the  country.  The 
instrument  would  probably  not  be  very  effective  with  persons  who 
have  less  than  a high  school  education,  and  may  be  of  limited  usefulness 
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among  some  of  these.  It  is  not  simple  to  score  in  its  present  form. 
Norms  need  to  be  developed  for  various  groups.  Its  test-re-test 
reliability  over  time  needs  to  be  established. 


V.  Summary 

A 60-item  1 i bera 1 -conservat i ve  scale  has  been  constructed 
from  an  original  pool  of  121  items.  The  surviving  items  have  all 
had  from  2 to  5 item-test  correlations  calculated  and  have  each  had 
a principal  axis  factor  loading  determined.  The  factor  analysis  indi- 
cated that  one  factor  accounted  for  most  of  the  variance  in  the  test. 
Test  reliability,  estimated  from  a split-half  correlation  for  75 
subjects,  was  .93^.  The  validity  of  the  items  was  checked  by  15 
judges  from  education,  economics,  sociology,  political  science,  and 
psychology  in  addition  to  the  item-test  correlations  and  factor 
analysis.  It  seems  probable  that  liberalism,  both  classical  and 
new,  and  conservatism  can  be  measured  on  the  same  dimension. 

Additional  work  needs  to  be  done  on  establishing  norms  and  assessing 
the  research  possibilities  of  the  scale. 
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agreement  with  items  being  conservative;  negative  factor  loading  indicates  agreement  as  liberal. 
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2.23  .99  57.  If  everyone  would  “take  care  of 

number  one"  there  would  be  litt 
need  for  such  things  as  social 
security,  health  services,  and 
other  social  welfare  measures. 
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APPENDIX  B 


FLORIDA  SCALE  OF  CIVIC  BELIEFS 


by  Ralph  B.  Kimbrough  and  Vynce  A.  Hines 
University  of  Florida 


Following  are  some  statements  with  which  you  may  agree  or 
disagree.  Circle  the  symbol  which  best  represents  your  position  on 
each  statement  as  follows: 


SA — Strongly  Agree 
A--Agree 

N-~Neither  agree  nor  disagree 
D — D i sagree 
SD--Strongly  Disagree 


SA  A N D SD  1 . 
SA  A N D SD  2. 
SA  A N D SD  3. 
SA  A N D SD  h. 

SA  A N D SD  5. 
SA  A N D SD  6. 

SA  A N D SD  7- 
SA  A N D SD  8. 

SA  A N D SD  9. 


Socialized  medicine  would  ruin  medical  standards  and 
fill  our  nation  with  prople  having  imaginary  ailments. 
The  idea  of  equality  should  not  be  restricted  to 
pol i tical  equal i ty. 

Centralization  of  government  tends  to  destroy  the 
rights  of  the  individual. 

History  shows  that  economic  and  social  planning 
by  governments  does  not  necessarily  lead  to 
d i ctatorsh i p . 

Federal  participation  in  local  affairs  can  exist 
without  undesirable  federal  control. 

Moderates,  who  preach  appeasement  by  urging  us  to 
give  up  our  fight  against  centralized  government 
and  liberal  constitutional  interpretation,  do  so 
mostly  for  their  personal  political  gain. 

V/hat  a state  does  with  its  schools  should  be  its 
business,  not  the  Supreme  Court's. 

The  most  serious  political  issue  of  our  day  is  the 
encroachment  of  the  federal  government  upon  states' 
rights. 

Local  government  is  grass-roots  democracy  at  work 
and  represents  the  voice  of  the  people  better  than 
centralized  government. 
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SA  A N D SD  10. 

SA  A N D SD  11. 
SA  A N D SD  12. 

SA  A N D SD  13. 

SA  A N D SD  14. 

SA  A N D SD  15. 

SA  A N D SD  16. 

SA  A N D SD  17. 
SA  A N D SD  18. 

SA  A N D SD  19- 
SA  A N D SD  20. 
SA  A N D SD  21  . 
SA  A N D SD  22. 

SA  A N D SD  23. 
SA  A N D SD  24. 

SA  A N D SD  25. 

SA  A N D SD  26. 

SA  A N D SD  27. 

SA  A N D SD  28. 

SA  A N D SD  29. 


The  federal  government  taxes  the  states  and  then 
sends  this  money  back,  minus  what  is  wasted  in 
Washi ngton . 

The  federal  government  is  often  more  representative 
of  the  people  than  some  state  governments. 

Free  enterprise,  with  an  absolute  minimum  of  govern- 
mental control,  is  the  best  way  to  assure  full 
productivity  in  our  country. 

Private  enterprise  is  the  only  really  workable 
system  in  the  modern  world  for  satisfying  our 
economic  wants. 

When  individual  producers  and  consumers  are  left 
free  to  follow  their  own  self-interest,  natural 
economic  laws  operate  to  produce  the  greatest  public 
good . 

The  growth  of  our  economy  depends  upon  an  increase 
in  the  activities  of  government  to  satisfy  human  wants 
as  well  as  an  increase  in  our  private  economy. 

The  principle  of  free  competition  is  a natural 
law  which  should  govern  our  business  system  without 
governmental  interference. 

The  growth  of  large  corporations  makes  government 
regulation  of  business  necessary. 

Government  regulation  of  the  market  should  occur 
only  in  cases  of  monopolies  such  as  public 
uti 1 i ties . 

Money  taken  in  by  taxes  is  lost  to  the  economy, 
since  government  is  nonproductive. 

V/e  should  get  back  to  hard  work  to  cure  our  country's 

ills. 

A growing  national  debt  is  nothing  to  worry  about 
if  the  national  income  is  growing  at  the  same  rate. 

The  price  of  aid  to  education,  from  a larger  unit 
of  government  to  a smaller  one,  is  that  the  smaller 
one  must  do  what  it  is  told. 

Income  taxes  are  more  equitable  than  sales  taxes. 

To  keep  taxes  from  rising  is  commendable  but  in 
reality  taxes  should  be  cut. 

The  government  is  doing  things  which  we  simply  cannot 
afford  at  public  expense. 

Deficit  spending  is  a bad  public  policy  except 
possibly  in  time  of  war. 

All  government  spending  should  be  on  a pay-as-you-go 
bas i s . 

In  ordinary  times  public  buildings,  roads,  and  other 
permanent  construction  are  the  only  things  for  which 
the  government  should  borrow  money. 

The  government  should  meet  the  needs  of  the  people, 
if  necessary,  through  borrowing  money  or  increasing 
taxes . 
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SA 
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D 

SD 

30. 

SA 

A 
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SD 

31. 

SA 

A 

N 

D 

SD 

32. 

SA 

A 

N 

D 

SD 

33. 

SA 

A 

N 

D 

SD 

34. 

SA  A N D SD  35. 

SA  A N D SD  36. 

SA  A N D SD  37. 

SA  A N D SD  38. 

SA  A N D SD  39. 
SA  A N D SD  40. 

SA  A N D SD  41 . 

SA  A N D SD  42. 

SA  A N D SD  43. 

SA  A N D SD  44. 

SA  A N D SD  45. 
SA  A N D SD  46. 

SA  A N D SD  47. 

SA  A N D SD  48. 
SA  A N D SD  49. 
SA  A N D SD  50. 


If  the  country  and  the  state  are  to  make  progress 
we  are  going  to  need  additional  taxes. 

Good  financial  principles  for  private  enterprise 
are  equally  good  principles  for  government. 

Government  spending  is  naturally  wasteful. 

We  are  spending  more  than  the  people  can  really 
afford  to  spend  for  government  services. 

The  collecting  and  spending  of  tax  money  is  most 
wasteful  at  the  federal  level,  not  so  wasteful  at  the 
state  level,  and  least  wasteful  at  the  local  level  of 
government . 

We  could  still  increase  spending  for  important 
government  services  without  harming  the  nation's 
economy. 

Congress  should  accept  the  sensible  virtue  other 
businesses  and  individuals  have  learned--that  of  living 
within  one's  means. 

Our  government  can  and  should  do  more  to  promote 
the  general  welfare. 

Private  enterprise  could  do  better  many  of  the  things 
that  government  is  now  doing. 

The  best  governed  is  the  least  governed. 

It  is  more  important  to  teach  Americanism  than 
to  teach  democracy  in  our  public  schools. 

Charitable  services  for  those  in  need  should  be 
left  to  voluntary  groups. 

Government  in  the  United  States  is  not  the  enemy 
of  business. 

Increased  government  services  in  the  social  welfare 
programs  may  increase  an  individual's  freedom. 
Legislative  reapportionment  is  undesirable  because 
city  residents  do  not  understand  rural  and  small 
town  problems. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  assumed  powers  not  given  to  it 
by  law  or  by  custom. 

Federal  aid  to  schools,  aid  to  the  aged  through 
social  security,  more  stringent  civil  rights  laws, 
and  laws  of  like  nature,  are  dangerously  parallel 
to  methods  used  in  socialistic  countries. 

The  government  should  increase  its  activity  in 
matters  of  health,  retirement,  wages,  and  old-age 
benef i ts . 

Some  races  are  by  nature  inferior  mentally,  emotionally, 
and  physical ly. 

If  one  has  enough  ambition  and  is  willing  to  work 
hard,  nothing  but  extremely  bad  luck  can  stop  him. 

Unless  we  change  social  conditions,  many  children 
of  minority  groups  will  be  Unable  to  realize  their 
f u 1 1 potent i a 1 i t ies . 
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The  Monroe  Doctrine  should  be  revitalized  and 
maintained  by  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States. 
The  United  Nations  has  become  an  international 
debating  society  paid  for  by  the  United  States. 

Our  foreign  policy  has  been  motivated  too  long 
by  a spirit  of  do-goodism. 

People  of  most  underdeveloped  countries  are  by  nature 
incapable  of  self-government.. 

We  could  recognize  nations  such  as  Red  Chine 
without  implying  that  we  approve  of  their  forms 
of  government. 

Production  is  greatest  in  an  economic  system  based 
upon  competition  and  some  pressure. 

If  everyone  would  "take  care  of  number  one" 
there  would  be  little  need  for  such  things  as  social 
security,  health  services,  and  other  social 
welfare  measures. 

Government  has  a responsibility  for  protecting 
not  only  property  rights  but  human  rights  as  well. 
Providence  is  the  proper  source  for  social  change. 
This  country  was  made  great  by  persons  who  were 
willing  to  pull  themselves  up  by  their  own 
bootstraps . 


APPENDIX  C 


BEACH  COUNTY  DATA 


The  following  lists  present  the  raw  scores  from  Beach  County. 
The  scores  for  each  group  are  listed 


hi ghest . 
Ci ti zens 


1 . 

96 

18. 

128 

35. 

146 

52. 

2. 

97 

19. 

128 

36. 

146 

53. 

3. 

97 

20. 

130 

37. 

147 

54. 

4. 

101 

21 . 

135 

38. 

147 

55. 

5. 

105 

22. 

136 

39- 

147 

56. 

6 . 

105 

23. 

137 

30. 

149 

57. 

7. 

108 

24. 

1 40 

41 . 

149 

58. 

8. 

110 

25. 

142 

42. 

149 

59. 

9. 

117 

26. 

142 

43. 

151 

60. 

10. 

118 

27. 

143 

44. 

151 

61 . 

1 1 . 

119 

28. 

143 

45. 

152 

62. 

12. 

120 

29. 

143 

46. 

152 

63. 

13. 

120 

30. 

144 

47. 

152 

64. 

14. 

120 

31  . 

144 

48. 

152 

65. 

15. 

125 

32. 

144 

49. 

152 

66. 

16. 

125 

33. 

144 

50. 

153 

67. 

17. 

127 

34. 

146 

51 . 

153 

68. 

1 in 

order 

from 

the  lowest 

to  the 

153 

69. 

159 

86. 

165 

103. 

171 

154 

70. 

160 

87. 

165 

104. 

171 

154 

71. 

160 

88. 

165 

105. 

172 

155 

72. 

160 

89. 

168 

106. 

172 

156 

73. 

160 

90. 

168 

107. 

172 

156 

74. 

160 

91 . 

168 

108. 

172 

156 

75. 

161 

92. 

168 

109. 

172 

157 

76. 

161 

93. 

168 

no. 

173 

157 

77. 

162 

94. 

168 

111. 

173 

157 

78. 

162 

95. 

168 

112. 

173 

157 

79. 

163 

96. 

I69 

113. 

173 

158 

80. 

163 

97. 

169 

114. 

174 

158 

81 . 

164 

98. 

I69 

115. 

174 

158 

82. 

164 

99. 

170 

116. 

174 

158 

83. 

164 

100. 

170 

117. 

175 

158 

84. 

164 

101 . 

171 

118. 

175 

158 

85. 

165 

102. 

171 

119. 

175 

126 
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Beach  County  Citizen  Data,  Continued: 

120.  176 

132.  179 

144. 

185 

156.  189. 

168.  193 

180.  199 

192.  218 

121.  176 

133.  180 

145. 

185 

157. -190 

169.  193 

181 . 200 

193.  219 

122.  176 

134.  180 

146. 

186 

158.  190 

170.  194 

182.  200 

194.  220 

123.  176 

135.  180 

147. 

186 

159.  190 

171.  195 

183.  203 

195.  222 

124.  177 

136.  1 80 

148. 

186 

160.  191 

172.  196 

184.  204 

196.  228 

125.  177 

137.  181 

149. 

187 

161.  191 

173.  196 

185.  205 

197.  230 

126.  177 

138.  181 

150. 

187 

162.  191 

174.  197 

186.  206 

198.  233 

127.  178 

139.  182 

151. 

188 

163.  191 

175.  197 

I87.  209 

199.  235 

128.  178 

140.  183 

152. 

188 

164.  192 

176.  197 

188.  209 

200.  235 

129.  178 

141.  183 

153. 

188 

165.  192 

177.  198 

I89.  215 

CO 

o 

142.  184 

154. 

189 

166.  193 

178.  198 

190.  217 

131.  179 

143.  184 

155. 

189 

167.  194 

179.  199 

191.  218 

Influential  Leaders 

1.  103 

5.  135** 

9 

. 158 

13.  169**  17. 

175**  21. 

200** 

2.  106** 

6.  136** 

10 

• 159> 

'<*  14.  169 

18. 

176  22. 

208** 

3.  130** 

7.  1 41 

1 1 

. 161 

15.  171 

19. 

188**  23. 

223 

4.  131 

8.  154** 

12 

. 165 

16.  175 

**  20 . 

1 89** 

AA 


Indicates  the  influential  leader  among  the  top  15  positions  as 
ranked  by  Bartholomew. 


128 


Beach  County  Data,  Continued: 
Status  Leaders 


1.  92 

5. 

115 

9.  135 

2.  103* 

6. 

130* 

10.  136' 

3.  106* 

7. 

130 

11.  137 

4.  110 

8. 

131* 

12.  140 

Educational  Personnel 

1.  127 

6 . 

155 

11.  182 

2.  132 

7. 

159 

12.  183 

3.  147 

8. 

178 

13.  185 

b.  148 

9. 

178 

14.  187 

5.  154 

10. 

179 

CO 

LA 

13:  145 

17.  158 

21.  180 

14.  155 

18.  159* 

22.  194 

15.  156. 

19.  169* 

23.  200* 

16.  158* 

20.  175 

16 . 

191 

21  . 

197 

26. 

212 

17. 

192 

22. 

200 

27. 

212 

18. 

194 

23. 

205 

28. 

213 

19. 

194 

24. 

206 

29. 

214 

20. 

195 

25. 

210 

30. 

219 

Indicates  that  the  status  leader  was  also  found  to  be  an  influential 
leader  by  Bartholomew. 


APPENDIX  D 


RIVER  COUNTY  DATA 


The  following  lists  present  the  raw  scores  from  River  County. 
The  FSCB  scores  for  each  group  are  listed  in  order  from  the  lowest  to 
the  highest. 

Ci tizens 


1 . 

102 

18. 

141 

35. 

152 

52. 

157 

69. 

, 162 

86. 

166 

103 

. 170 

2. 

1 16 

19. 

142 

36. 

153 

53. 

157 

70. 

163 

87. 

167 

104. 

171 

3. 

122 

20. 

145 

37. 

153 

54. 

157 

71 . 

163 

88. 

167 

105. 

171 

4. 

122 

21  . 

147 

38. 

153 

55. 

157 

72. 

163 

89. 

168 

106. 

171 

5. 

128 

22. 

147 

39. 

154 

56. 

158 

73. 

163 

90. 

168 

107. 

171 

6 . 

130 

23. 

147 

40, 

154 

57. 

158 

74. 

164 

91. 

168 

108. 

171 

7. 

130 

24. 

149 

41 . 

154 

58. 

158 

75. 

164 

92. 

168 

109. 

171 

8. 

133 

25. 

150 

42. 

155 

59. 

158 

76. 

164 

93. 

168 

110. 

171 

9. 

133 

26. 

150 

43. 

155 

60. 

158 

77. 

164 

94. 

168 

111. 

171 

10. 

133 

27. 

151 

44. 

155 

6l . 

158 

78. 

164 

95. 

168 

112. 

172 

1 1 . 

135 

28. 

151 

45. 

155 

62. 

159 

79. 

164 

96. 

169 

113. 

172 

12. 

136 

29. 

151 

46. 

156 

63. 

159 

80. 

164 

97. 

169 

114. 

172 

13. 

137 

30. 

.151 

47. 

156 

64. 

159 

81. 

165 

93. 

170 

115. 

172 

14. 

1 40 

31 . 

151 

48. 

156 

65. 

160 

82. 

165 

99. 

170 

1 16. 

172 

15. 

140 

32. 

152 

49. 

156 

66 . 

161 

83. 

165 

100. 

170 

117. 

172 

1 6 . 

141 

33. 

152 

50. 

157 

67. 

161 

84. 

165 

101 . 

170 

1 18. 

172 

17. 

141 

34. 

152 

51 . 

157 

68. 

162 

85. 

166 

102. 

170 

119. 

173 

129 


130 


River  County  Citizen  Data,  Continued 


120.  173 

132. 

176 

144. 

181 

156. 

121.  173 

133. 

176 

145. 

181 

157. 

122.  173 

134. 

176 

146. 

182 

158. 

123.  174 

135. 

177 

147. 

182 

159. 

124.  174 

136. 

177 

148. 

182 

160. 

125.  174 

137. 

178 

149. 

182 

161 . 

126.  175 

138. 

178 

150. 

182 

162. 

127.  175 

139. 

179 

151. 

182 

163. 

128.  175 

140. 

179 

152. 

182 

164. 

129.  176 

141 . 

179 

153. 

182 

165. 

130.  176 

142. 

180 

154. 

183 

166. 

131.  176 

143. 

180 

155. 

183 

I67. 

Influential  Leaders 

1.  116** 

7. 

138 

13. 

165 

19 

2.  121 

8. 

1 46** 

14. 

167**  20 

3.  130 

9. 

154 

15. 

167* 

* 21 

4.  136** 

10. 

157** 

16. 

169 

22 

5.  138** 

11 . 

1 6 1 

17. 

172* 

* 23 

6.  138 

12. 

161 

18. 

176* 

* 24 

168. 

190 

180. 

200 

192. 

217 

I69. 

190 

181. 

200 

193. 

219 

170. 

192 

182. 

201 

194. 

221 

171. 

192 

I83. 

201 

195. 

222 

172. 

193 

184. 

204 

196. 

227 

173. 

193 

185. 

209 

197. 

229 

174. 

194 

186. 

210 

198. 

231 

175. 

194 

00 

212 

199. 

235 

176. 

195 

188. 

213 

200. 

237 

177. 

195 

1 89 . 

214 

178. 

198 

190. 

215 

179. 

199 

191. 

217 

25. 

1 85** 

31. 

236 

* 26. 

185 

32. 

240 

27. 

190 

* 28. 

192 

* 29 . 

193 

30. 

198** 

m 

181* 

184 

184 

185 

186 

186 

187 

188 

189 

189 

190 

. 177 

. 1 79 

. 179 

. 181 

. 181 

. 183 


Indicates  the  influential  leader  among  the  top  15  positions  as  ranked 
by  Lambert i . 
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River  County  Data,  Continued: 
Status  Leaders 


1 . 

105 

5. 

130 

9- 

154* 

13. 

164 

17. 

176* 

21 . 

•?< 

LTV 

CO 

2. 

1 16* 

6. 

140 

10. 

154 

14. 

165* 

18. 

177* 

22. 

187 

3. 

120 

7. 

142 

11 . 

158 

15. 

167* 

19. 

1.81* 

23. 

207 

4. 

124 

8. 

149 

12. 

159 

1 6 . 

169- 

20. 

181* 

24. 

236* 

Educational  Personnel 


1 . 

151 

6. 

172 

11. 

188 

16. 

192 

21 . 

204 

26 . 

216 

2. 

152 

7. 

175 

12. 

188 

17- 

193 

22. 

207 

27. 

225 

3. 

157 

8. 

176 

13. 

189 

18. 

195 

23. 

208 

28. 

231 

4. 

160 

9. 

180 

14. 

191 

19. 

199 

24. 

208 

29. 

267 

5. 

168 

10. 

184 

15. 

192 

20. 

201 

25. 

215 

30. 

282 

* Indicates  that  the  status  leader  was  also  found  to  be  an  influential 
leader  by  Lamberti. 


APPENDIX  E 


INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  I NTERV  I EV/ERS 


1.  You  are  expected  to  obtain  200  complete  interviews.  You  will  be 
given  a beginning  list  of  200  registered  voters  in  your  county. 

It  is  hoped  that  you  will  be  able  to  locate  and  interview  all 
persons  on  the  original  list.  If,  however,  a person  has  moved, 
has  died,  is  impossible  to  locate,  or  refuses  to  participate,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  find  another  participant.  In  obtaining  these 
extra  participants,  you  can  (l)  pick  a name  from  the  reserve  list, 
or  (2)  find  another  registered  voter  in  the  same  neighborhood,  of 
the  same  political  party  affiliation,  and  of  the  same  sex. 

2.  If  the  registered  voter  is  not  at  home,  but  another  adult  member  is 
at  home,  you  can  explain  to  this  person  what  the  questionnaire  is  all 
about  and  ask  him  to  give  it  to  the  voter  whose  name  is  on  your  list. 
Leave  the  questionnaire  and  your  telephone  number  and  state  that  you 
will  return  for  the  questionnaire. 

3.  It  is  important  to  try  to  establish  some  rapport  with  the  persons 
you  contact.  In  order  to  enlist  the  cooperation  of  the  registered 
voters  approached,  you  might  try  a little  background  information 
such  as,  "We  are  interested  in  your  opinions  on  some  civic  issues 
because  we  believe  that  the  people  decide  how  political  questions 
are  answered,  and  we  want  to  see  what  their  opinions  are."  "There 
are  many  basic  social  issues  at  the  present  time  and  we  would  like 
to  know  your  opinions  on  them.  We  strongly  believe  that  people  have 
the  right  to  voice  their  opinions  on  various  issues."  "We  are  trying 
to  find  out  how  people  in  several  Florida  counties  feel  on  several 
critical  matters  and  social  issues."  Feel  free  to  tell  the  people 
contacted  that  this  research  is  being  sponsored  through  the  College  of 
Education,  University  of  Florida. 

4.  Be  courteous  to  people.  Under  NO  circumstances  get  into  a discussion 
of  the  rightness  or  wrongness  of  the  printed  statements.  You  can 
tell  people  that  you  have  been  hired  to  distribute  the  questionnaires. 

A good  statement  to  use  might  be  that,  "This  is  just  a pol l--something 
1 ike  the  Gallup  Pol  1 ." 

5*  If  the  registered  voter  you  contact  cannot  read,  you  may  assist  him 

in  filling  out  the  questionnaire  as  long  as  you  do  not,  in  the  slightest, 
influence  his  answers  or  change  the  content  of  any  of  the  statements 
on  the  questionnaire. 
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6.  As  soon  as  a person  has  completed  marking  his  questionnaire,  ask  him 
to  check  to  see  if  he  has  responded  to  every  item.  Upon  receiving 
the  questionnaire,  fold  it,  place  it  in  one  of  the  addressed 
envelopes  that  you  have  received  and  seal  the  envelope. 

7.  You  may  wish  to  tell  the  person  that  the  only  person  to  see  how 
he  has  marked  the  questionnaire  will  be  the  University  of  Florida 
researcher  doing  the  study.  The  individual  score  will  be  grouped 
with  199  other  scores  to  obtain  an  average.  The  person's  responses 
will  be  kept  in  confidence  by  the  researcher. 

8 In  case  of  questions  which  arise  that  need  clarification,  call  me 
James  N.  Fox,  Gainesville,  Florida,  90^4  372-2686.  If  someone 

wants  to  contact  the  University  of  Florida  to  "check  out  this  study 
have  them  call  either  Dr.  Ralph  B.  Kimbrough  or  Dr.  rlichael  Y. 
Nunnery  in  the  Educational  Administration  Department. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


Acker,  Roy  Dean.  "The  Influential  in  A Selected  County  and  Their 
Involvement  in  the  Decision-Making  Process."  Ed.D. 

Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  I963. 

Bartholomew,  David  K.  "An  Analysis  of  Change  in  the  Power  System 
and  Decision-Making  Process  in  a Selected  County."  Ed.D. 
Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1971. 

Caliguri,  Joseph  and  Levine,  Daniel  U.  "Relationships  Between  Teachers' 
Views  on  Education  and  Their  Socioeconomic  Attitudes," 

The  Journal  of  Experimental  Education,  Summer,  1967. 

Centers,  Richard.  "Social  Class,  Occupation,  and  Imputed  Beliefs," 

The  American  Journal  of  Sociology,  Vol . LVIII,  No.  6,  May,  1953- 

Cooke,  Edward.  "A  Comparison  of  Measurements  of  Liberal  and 

Conservative  Beliefs  of  School  Boards  in  Selected  High 
True-Tax  Effort  Counties  and  in  Selected  Low  True-Tax  Effort 
Counties  in  Virginia."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of 
Virginia,  1966.  (Abstract:  Dissertation  Abstracts,  27_A: 

2307.) 

Dahl,  Robert  A.  Who  Governs?  New  Haven:  Yale  University  Press,  1 96 1 . 

Diffie,  Granville  P.  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational 
Beliefs  of  Selected  Groups  in  High  and  Low  Effort  School 
Districts  in  Illinois."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of 
Florida,  1 966 . 

Edwards,  Allen  L.  Statistical  Methods  for  the  Behavioral  Sciences. 

New  York:  Rinehart  and  Company,  Inc.,  195^. 

Gentry,  Gilbert  L.  "The  Relationship  of  Certain  Cultural  Factors  to 
Initiative  in  the  Local  Support  of  Education  in  Florida." 

Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1959- 

Haer,  John  L.  "Social  Stratification  in  Relation  to  Attitude  Toward 
Sources  of  Power  in  a Community,"  Social  Forces,  Vol.  35, 

No.  2,  December,  1956. 

Holden,  Clarence.  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational 
Beliefs  of  Selected  Groups  in  High  and  Low  Effort  School 
Districts  in  Kentucky."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of 
Florida,  1 966 . 


134 


135 


Hunter,  Floyd.  Community  Power  Structure.  Chapel  Hi  1 1 : Univers i ty 
of  North  Carolina  Press,  1953. 

Johns,  Roe  L.  and  Kimbrough,  Ralph  B.  The  Relationship  of  Socio- 
economic Factors,  Educational  Leadership  Patterns  and 
Elements  of  Community  Power  Structure  to  Local  School  Fiscal 
Policy.  Final  Report  of  USOE  Project  Number  2842,  Gainesville, 
Florida,  University  of  Florida,  1968. 

Kelly,  K.  Dennis  and  Chambliss,  William  J.  "Status  Consistency  and 

Political  Attitudes,"  American  Sociological  Review,  Vol . 31, 

No.  3,  June,  1 966 . 

Kerlinger,  Fred  N.  Foundations  of  Behavioral  Research.  New  York: 

Holt,  Rinehart  and  Winston,  Inc.,  1964. 

Kimbrough,  Ralph  B.  Political  Power  and  Educational  Decision-Making. 
Chicago:  Rand  McNally  & Company,  1964. 

"The  Operational  Beliefs  of  Selected  Leaders  in  a Selected 

County,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Tennessee,  1 953 - 

Kramer,  Clyde  Young.  "Extension  of  Multiple  Range  Tests  to  Group 

Means  with  Unequal  Numbers  of  Replications,"  Biometrics, 

Vol.  12,  No.  3,  September,  1956. 

Lamberti,  Joseph  Francis,  Jr.  "An  Analysis  of  the  Changes  in  the 

Leadership  Structure  of  a Selected  County."  Ed.D.  Dissertation, 
University  of  Florida,  1971. 

Larson,  Richard  F.  and  Sutker,  Sara  Smith.  "Value  Differences  and 
Value  Consensus  by  Socioeconomic  Levels,"  Social  Forces, 

Vol.  44,  No.  4,  June,  1966. 

Levine,  Daniel  U.  "Liberalism,  Conservatism,  and  Educational  Viewpoint," 
Administrator's  Notebook,  Vol.  XI,  No.  9,  May,  1 963 . 

"Socio-Economic  Attitudinal  Correlates  of  Educational  Viewpoint," 

The  Journal  of  Experimental  Education,  Vol.  33,  No.  3, 

Spr i ng , 1 965 • 

Longstreth,  James  W.  "The  Relationship  of  Beliefs  of  Community 

Leaders,  Teachers,  and  Voters  to  School  Fiscal  Policy  and 
Typology  of  Community  Power  Structure,"  Ed.D.  Dissertation, 
University  of  Florida,  1 967 . 

McClosky,  H.  "Conservatism  and  Personality,"  American  Pol i tical 
Science  Review,  Vol.  42,  No.  3,  September,  1958. 

Melko,  Walter  John.  "Beliefs  of  Community  Leaders  on  Civic  Issues 

in  Two  Selected  Counties."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University 
of  Florida,  1 965 - 


136 


Meredith,  William  V.  "A  Comparison  of  Measurements  of  Liberal  and 
Conservative  Socioeconomic  Values  of  Influential  and 
Residents  of  Two  Selected  Florida  Counties."  Ed.D. 
Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1 963 . 

•C 

Moore,  Euless  B.  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational  Beliefs 
of  Selected  Groups  of  High  Effort  and  Low  Effort  School 
Districts  in  Georgia."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University 
of  Florida,  1 966 . 

Morphet,  Edgar  L.,  Johns,  Roe  L.,  and  Reller,  Theodore  L.  Educational 
Organization  and  Administration.  Englewood  Cliffs,  New 
Jersey:  Prentice-Hall,  Inc.,  1967. 

Morris,  Thomas  J.  "A  Comparison  of  Liberal  and  Conservative  Socio- 
economic Values  of  School  Board  Members  and  School  Super- 
intendents in  Selected  School  Divisions  in  Virginia."  Ed.D. 
Dissertation,  University  of  Virginia,  1 966 . (Abstract: 
Dissertation  Abstracts,  27~A:  2332.) 

Nunn,  William  B.  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  Beliefs  of  Teachers, 
Community  I nf 1 uentia Is  , Status  Leaders,  and  Citizens  in  Two 
Selected  School  Districts."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of 
Florida,  1964. 

Presthus,  Robert.  Men  at  the  Top.  New  York:  Oxford  Univesity  Press, 

1964. 

Rokeach , Milton.  Beliefs,  Attitudes  and  Values.  San  Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass,  lnc.~  1968" 

Scaggs,  William  F.  "The  Influential  in  a Selected  County  School 
Administrative  Unit:  Their  Norms  and  Resources."  Ed.D. 
Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1 963 . 

Shaw,  Marvin  E.  and  Wright,  Jack  M.  Scales  for  the  Measurement  of 
Att i tudes . New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1 967". 

Sherif,  Carolyn  W.  and  Sherif,  Muzafer.  Attitudes,  Ego-Involvement, 
and  Change.  New  York:  John  Wiley  and  Sons,  Inc.,  1967^ 

Spiegel,  Murray  R.  Theory  and  Problems  of  Statistics.  Schaum's 

Outline  Series,  New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1 96 1 . 

Walsh,  Garner  V.  "A  Comparison  of  Certain  Civic  and  Educational  Beliefs 
of  Selected  Groups  of  High  Effort  and  Low  Effort  School 
Districts  in  Florida."  Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of 
Florida,  1 966 . 


137 

Wellman,  Fredrick  L.  "Interrelationships  and  Operational  Patterns 
of  Leaders  in  the  Power  Structure  of  a Selected  County." 
Ed.D.  Dissertation,  University  of  Florida,  1 963 - 


Winer,  B.  J.  Statistical  Principles  of  Experimental  Design.  New 
York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1962. 


BIOGRAPHICAL  SKETCH 


James  Nicholas  Fox  was  born  February  8,  19^1,  at  Paris, 
Arkansas.  He  attended  the  Paris  public  schools,  graduated  from  Paris 
High  School  in  May,  1959.  He  received  the  degree  of  Bachelor  of  Arts 
from  Hendrix  College  in  1963  with  a major  in  mathematics.  From  August, 
1963,  to  June,  1969,  he  was  a classroom  teacher  at  Arvada,  Colorado, 
Junior  High  School.  In  April  of  1967  he  entered  Colorado  State  College 
as  a part-time  student  and  received  the  degree  of  Master  of  Arts  with 
a major  in  educational  administration  in  June,  1969.  In  1 969  he  was 
granted  a sabbatical  leave  from  the  Jefferson  County,  Colorado,  Public 
School  District  and  received  an  EPDA  Fellowship  from  the  University  of 
Florida  to  begin  work  toward  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Education. 

James  Nicholas  Fox  is  married  to  the  former  Linda  Posey 
and  is  the  father  of  three  sons. 


138 


I certify  that  I have  read  this  study  and  that  in  my  opinion  it 
conforms  to  acceptable  standards  of  scholarly  presentation  and  is  fully 
adequate,  in  scope  and  quality,  as  a dissertation  for  the  degree  of 
Doctor  of  Education. 


Ralph/B.  Kimbrough,  Chairman 
Professor  of  Educational  Administration 


I certify  that  I have  read  this  study  and  that  in  my  opinion  it 
conforms  to  acceptable  standards  of  scholarly  presentation  and  is  fully 
adequate,  in  scope  and  quality,  as  a dissertation  for  the  degree  of 
Doctor  of  Education. 


I certify  that  I have  read  this  study  and  that  in  my  opinion  it 
conforms  to  acceptable  standards  of  scholarly  presentation  and  is  fully 
in  scope  and  quality,  as  a dissertation  for  the  degree  of 


adequate , 
Doctor  of 


Education , 


I certify  that  I have  read  this  study  and  that  in  my  opinion  it 
conforms  to  acceptable  standards  of  scholarly  presentation  and  is  fully 
adequate,  in  scope  and  quality,  as  a dissertation  for  the  degree  of 
Doctor  of  Education. 


Associate  Professor  of  Religion 


This  dissertation  was  submitted  to  the  Dean  of  the  College  of  Education 
and  to  the  Graduate  Council,  and  was  accepted  as  partial  fulfillment  of 
the  requirements  for  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Education. 

August,  1971 


Dean,  Graduate  School 


